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ABSTRACT 

Three experiments attempting to predict overt behavior from attltudlnal 

variables are described.    In the first two experiments an attempt was made „. 

to predict an individual's9 communicative and compliance behaviors toward his 

group members from knowledge of  (a) his attitudes toward (i.e., affect for) 

the p.roup members;   (b) his beliefs about their expertness on the group task* 

and (c) his general behavioral intentions toward them (i.e, intentions to 

subordinate oneself,  intentions to show social acceptance).    No consistent, 

and very few significant relations between these attltudlnal variables and 

behaviors were obtained.    Further, three often proposed explanations for 

this lack of relationship (i.e., the attitude measure is incomplete; the 

attitude measure is inappropriate; the attitude-behavior relationship is 

moderated by reinforcement) were also not supported.    Thus, the conclusion 

was reached that traditional attltudlnal approaches are ineffective in 

predicting overt behavior.    In the third study, an alternative approach, 

based on a newly-developed theory ol behavioral intention and behavior was 
r 

attempted. Consistent with the theory, an individual's specific intentions 

to communicate or comply with the other group members were predicted with 

high accuracy from (a) the individual's attitudes toward performing these 

behaviors (i.e., communlcatinp and complying) and (b) his beliefs about 

the norms governing these behaviors, weighted by his motivation to comply 

with the norms. Overt behaviors on the task were significantly related to 

the specific Intentions, and thus, the theory led to the significant pre- 

diction of overt behaviors. The degree of predictability was determined 

by the strength of the relationship between Intentions and behavior, and 

this latter relationship was itself shown to be contingent upon the occur- 

rence of events that took place between the measurement of intentions and 

the observation of behavior. 
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Introduction 

Much research on attitudes seems to be based on the implicit assumption 

that increased knowledge in this area will lead to better understanding and 

prediction of behavior. Unfortunately, relatively little has been done to 

verify the postulated relation between attitude and behavior. 

Indeed, as Pastinger, (1964), McGuire (1969), and Wicker (1970) have 

concluded, research directed at this question (e.g., LaPiere, 1934; Saenger & 

Gilbert, 1950; Kutner, Wilkins & Yarrow, 1952; DePleur & Westie, 1958; Lynn, 

1965; etc.) indicates that attitude has a rather low relationship to actual 

behavior toward the object of the attitude. Further, Pishbein (1967a) has 

pointed out that "what little evidence there is to support any relationship 

between attitude and behavior comes from studies showing that a person tends to 

bring his attitude into line with his behavior, rather than from studies 

demonstrating that behavior is a function of attitude (e.g., Cohen, 1960; 

Gerard, 1965)." At least three explanations have been offered for this 

apparent lack of relationship between attitude and behavior. 

Pirst, it has been argued that the inability to predict behavior frequently 

stems from the failure to take into account all of the components of attitude. 

This explanation has been offered by the proponents of the multi-dimensional 

theory of attitude (e.g., Rosenberg, et al., 1960; Triandis, 1964) which views 

attitude as a complex concept containing affective, cognitive, and conative 
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compcnents. By contrast, most uni-dimensional approaches define attitude as 

affect alone arid consider cognition (or beliefs) and conation (or behavioral 

intentions) as separate but related concepts. Specifically, beliefs and behav- 

ioral intentions are viewed as the determinants or the consequents of attitude 

(Fishbein, 1964). Indeed, there is considerable evidence showing that the 

three attitude components are highly intercorrelated. The research of 

Rosenberg (1956, 1965), Zajonc (1954), Fishbein (1963, 1965a, 1965b) and 

others has demonstrated that an individual's attitude (or affect) toward any 

object is highly correlated with his beliefs about the object (i.e., the 

probability or improbability that the object is related to some ether object, 

value, concept or goal) and the evaluative aspects of those beliefs (i.e., 

the evaluation of, or attitude toward, the related concept). Algebraically, 

this may be expressed as follows: 

A ■ E B.r. 
1-»1 * i i 

where: A ■ attitude toward some object 0; 
D « belief aoout 0, i.e., the probability or improbability that 0 

is related to some other object X.; 
a, - the evaluative aspect of B., I.e., the respondent's attitude 

toward X.; 
N - number  of beliefs. 

Similarly, the results of a series of investigations by Trlandls and his co- 

workers (Triandis & Davis, 1965; Fishbein, 1964, 1967a; Trlandls et al.t 1967) 

indicate that there is also a substantial correlation between affect and the 

behavioral component of attitude. 

In spite of the theoretical differences between a multi-dimensional and a 

unl-dimensional viewpoint, the separate measurement of affect, behavioral 

Intentions, and beliefs would be lesirable according to both approaches. In 

the first case, all three measures would be considered as parts of the subject's 
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attitude and, therefore, necessary in an attempt to predict behavior. The 

second approach, though regarding only affect as attitude, recognizes the 

possibility that specific behavioral intentions, or beliefs, might be more 

relevant to some particular behavior or to a certain set of conditions than 

attitude. 

A second explanation of the weak attitude-behavior relationship is that 

attitude measures are not directed at the appropriate objects. This second 

explanation was brought forth by LaPiere (1934) in an effort to account for 

the lack of relationship between his paper-and-pencil measure of behavioral 

intentions and overt behavior displayed toward an Oriental couple. He 

attributed this lack of relationship to the fact that the behavior was directed 

toward particular Individuals, while the attitude was measured toward the class 

of "Oriental couples" as a whole. Intuitively, this explanation seems 

plausible. It seems that one would not be able to predict behavior toward a 

specific Jew (for example) on the basis of a subject's attitude toward the 

stimulus "Jew" since the specific person certainly differs in many respects 

from the subject's stereotype of a Jew (Kretch, et al., 1962; Fishbein, 1963). 

Indeed, In order to achieve accurate prediction of behavior, it would at 

least seem necessary that the attitudinal and behavioral measures be directed 

at the same object. 

Finally, it hac been proposed that there is no one-to-one relationship 

betveen altitude and behavior and that attitudes may, therefore, be unrelated 

to any specific behavior (Thurstone, 1931; Dcob, 1947), According to Doob, 

attitude Is defined as a learned predisposition to respond. Just as a postive 

or negative attitude is conditioned to certiin stimulus events, so are overt 

responses conditioned to the attitude. In other words, a person first learns 

an implicit mediating reaction to a given object, person, or situation, called 

attitude. He then acquires certali: responses to the mediating reaction. Two 
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persons who hold the same attitude may learn to behave differently toward the 

object of the attitude, depending upon the reinforcements they receive. 

The present paper is a report of three experimental studies designed to 

test the validity of these explanations. In all three studies, an attempt is 

made to predict actual behavior from pencil-and-paper measures of beliefs, 

attitudes, and behavioral intentions. In all cases, the paper-and-pencil 

measures and the behavior are related to the same specific person. In addition, 

the studies attempt to investigate the influence of social reinforcement on the? 

attitude-behavior relationship. As the results will show, the present series of 

studies again indicate that traditional attltudinal measures are not predictive 

of overt behavior. The first two studies, using a traditional approach, 

produced few significant relations between attitude and behavior. In contrast, 

the results of the third experiment will show that a newly developed theory can 

provide a more accurate basis for behavioral prediction. 

The Group-Task Situation 

In all three experiments, three-person groups worked on a task that had a 

joint goal requiring mutual cooperation and communication among the members. 

The group task involved getting a board (In the shape of an equilateral triangle) 

parallel to a horizontal surface. This apparatus Is similar to the triangle 

board previously used by Raven and Eachus (1963) and Raven and Shaw (1970). At 

each corner, a scissor Jack attaches the triangle board to a horizontal surface, 

such that each group member can raise or lower his comer of the board by 

turning a handle to the right ot to the left. Fifty-eight turns are necessary 

to bring the corner from Its lowest to its highest position. In addition, a 

carpenter's spirit level is mounted on top of the triangle board at each of 

the corners. Depending upon the positioning of this spirit level, each member 
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can obtain some information about the position of the board vis a vis a hori- 

zontal surface. For example, if the spirit levels are set perpendicular to the 

individuals' line of sight and parallel to the opposite side of the triangle 

(see Figure 1) the individual can tell v/hether each of the other corners are 

high or low. It should be noted that a person's own spirit level will not be 

affected by his lowering or raising his corner of the triangle, since the 

spirit level is being raised or lowered in its own plane. However, raising 

or lowering his corner does affect the spirit levels mounted on the other two 

corners. 

In this situation, then, it should be clear that each group member is 

equally dependent upon his two partners for "balancing" his own corner. That 

is, a person's own behavior does not affect his spirit level and he can only 

get his air-bubble centered by asking one or both of his partners to raise or 

lower their corners of the triangle. Further, an individual accomplishes the 

same result (i.e., the air bubble will move in the same direction) whether he 

asks one partner to raise or the other partner to lower his (i.e., the partner's) 

corner. Thus, at least in terms of reaching his goal (i.e., centering his air 

bubble) it should make no difference to him which of his two partners he 

communicates with. 

Each experimental session consists of a series of trials, with each trial 

consisting of the following: 

(1) Each group member may send one (and only one) message to one (and only 

one) of the other people in which he may request him to raise, lower, or hold 

constant his corner of the board. 

(2) After receiving the message (or messages), each person may either raise 

(make one full turn of his handle to the right), lower (make one full turn of 
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Figure 1 

The Triangle Board Task - Bidependent Condition 

Spirit level 
provides info.  Correct messages to 

Comer Position about corners 1 2 3 

1 High 2,3   Lower Raise 

2 Middle 1,3 Lower   Raise 

3 Low 1,2 Lower Raise ... 
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his handle to the left), or hold constant his corner of the board. On any 

trial, a person may thus receive either 0, 1, or 2 messages. 

Of particular interest are those trials in which he receives two messages, 

each of which requests him to perform a different behavior (i.e., one message 

asks him to raise his comer and the other asks him to lower his comer). Such 

a situation is quite likely to occur for the individual whose corner of the 

board is midway between the other two corners. Figure 1 presents an illus- 

tration of a triangle-board situation and indicates the appropriate or "correct" 

messages that each person should send to nis two partners. It can be seen that 

the person at position 2 is quite likely to get conflicting messages from his 

two coworkers. It should be recalled that in this situation, he has no infor- 

mation about the relative position of his own comer and thus he has no 

objective basis for determining which of the messages are "Correct" or which 

(if either) of the two he should comply with. Presumably then, his final 

decision here, like his decision with whom to conmunicate, should be some 

function of his attitudes (and/or belief» and/or behavioral Intentions) 

toward his two coworkers. 

Other variables in the situation may be manipulated (e.g., different 

interdependence situations can be created, the nature of intra-group cooperation 

or competition can be varied); these variables will be considered in reference 

to the particular experiments. Thus, let us now turn to the firrt experiment. 

EXPERIMENT 1 

The first study on the triangle board was designed to explore the relation- 

ship between attitude and behavior and to test the validity of the various 

explanations offered for the lack of relation that has been obtained in previous 
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studies. More specifically, we wished to Investigate the degree to which an 

individual's attitudes toward his two coworkers was predictive of his conum'nica- 

tlve and compliance behaviors with respect to them. In order to insure that the 

Individual would have differential attitudes toward his coworkers, two of the 

three group members were actually confederates of the experimenter. As will be 

seen below, the use of confederates not only enables the establishment of 

differential attitudes, but it also allows for the control of "social 

reinforcement" given the subject by his partners. 

Attempts were made to take into account the three explanations offered 

for the lack of an attitude-behavior relationship, namely: 

1. The measure of attitude is incomplete; 

2. The measure of attitude is inappropriate; and 

3. The attitude-behavior relationship is moderated by the nature of the 

reinforcement an individual receives upon performing a given behavior. 

Following the first explanation, separate measures of the subject*« 

beliefs (cognition) about and behavioral intentions (conation) toward each of 

his coworkers were obtained in addition to the more traditional Measure* of 

attitudes (affect) toward »..ch coworker. Indeed, in order to maximise the 

possible contribution to behavioral prediction by these three Measures, an 

attempt was made to create a situation Mhere liking one's partner (effect) 

would not necessarily be related tc beliefs cencemlng the pertner*s 

expertness (cognition) or to behavior«! intenticns (cnnetion) toward that 

partner. 

In accordance with the second expla: ation, tJ<e above meesuree were taken 

with respect to the specific individuals the subject would be working with 

(i.e., her two pertners—the confederttes), rather thm  toward a class of 

persons (e.g., "an undergraduate, female peycholooy student"). 
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Finally, in order to incorporate the third explanation, two conditions 

were introduced: 

1. A Feedback condition—where each subject could tell whether her part- 

ners (i.e., the confederates) had complied with her instructions; and 

2. A ;.o-Feedback condition—where the subject was unable to accurately 

determine whether her partners had complied with her instructions. 

If Doob's learning theory analysis is valid, one would expect that the 

number of messages a subject sends to a given confederate (or coworker) will 

be related to the number of times the confederate reinforces the subject by 

complying with her instructions. That is, irrespective of a subject's 

attitude toward a confederate, the more the confederate complies with the 

subject's instructions, the more the subject would communicate to the 

confederate. Similarly, the less the confederate complies with the subject's 

instructions (i.e., the more the confederate negatively reinforces the subject) 

the lees the subject should communicate to the confederate. Thus, in a 

situation in which a confederate is not complying, and the subject know« that 

the «»»federate is not complying, we would expect to find little relationship 

between attitude and behavior. However, if the subject has no basis for 

judging the confederate's compliance behevlor, we would expect to find a 

strong attitude-behavior relationship. Thus, it can be hypothesised that, 

whil« behaviors will be related to attitude in the No-feedbeck condition, 

these same behaviors will be a function of social r«inforeement In the 

Peedbeck condition. 

To ouMerise briefly, the purpose of the first study was thremfoldt 

I. To investigate the reletionehi pe bstween the three attitudinel compon» 

ents (i.e., beliefs, sttitudee, and behevioral intentions) and to test the 



9 

hypothMls that bettor prwUcUon of boftovior will bo obtoinad froo o consid- 

oraUon of «11 throo vorlablos than froo a conaidoratlon of attltudo (affoct) 

alono; 

2. To invostlgato tha ralatlonahip batnoan attltudo and bohavlor Mhan 

"approprlato" (i.o.t poraon-apadfic) oaaaura« of attituda ara obcainad; and 

3. To toot tha hypothoala that tha «mtudo-bahavlor rolatlonahlp la 

■odoratod by social ralnforc—nt. 

In addlUon, tha affoct» of tha «roup-taak altuatlon on attltudaa wora 

InvoaUgfatad. T*o quaatlona wara of ralowtco harai 1) Do tha oonfodoratoa' 

bohavlors on tha task Influanco tha «ubjoefs poat>taak rating of thmi 

2) Dooa tha «ubjoct'f om bohavlor on tha task Influanco hor OMbaoguant ratlnga 

of tha confodoratos/ 

Ragardlng tha lattor, tovoral InvaatlQatora (o.g., Oarard, 1M9| troNi i 

Cohan, 1962$ roatlngar, 1997) havo tug^Mtod that onco a poraon coMlta hloaalf 

by bohaving toward «nothar poraon In a »pacific oannar, ho angagaa In ^eognltloo 

boUtorlng" of tha bohavlor by chonglng hlo ovaluatlon of tha othor poraon and 

thua radydng tha dloaonowea proooliod by tha banoolotal co—It wont. In tha 

proaont atudy, tha aubjoct boo tha opUon of oooaittlng horaolf to ono of tha 

eonfodoratot by oooporatlng with nor on the took. Zt la tharofora faoalbla to 

look for ovldonoo of eognlUva bolatorlng In tha «ubjoefs poot-taab ratlnga 

of lha confodaratoo. 

' 

In tlda study, ai In tha othoro, tha basic apparatus woo tha provloualy 

doocrlbod ulsnglo-boord, constructod In such a — that a wooden partition 

l*o«ontod tha partielponta froo aoolng ana anethor or tha othor oaabora* spirit 
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Uwls. At thm »tart  of th« «xporlinent, the board was placed in a standard 

position with one comer high, one low, and one in the middle. The naive 

subject, called naaber "C", was always placed at comer 2  In the middle 

position. Hambsr "A" wee alweys at comer 3, the low position, and member 

"B" was elweys at comer 1, the high position. Thus, in order to balance 

her own spirit level, the naive subject should always request member "A" 

to raise her -orner (turn right) and/or msmber "B" to lower her comer 

(turn left). 

Subjects 

Sixty undergraduate females participated in the experiment as part of 

their requirements for the introductory psychology course. Each subject 

sssigned to work with two other undergraduate females who were actually 

of the experimenter. 

four upper-41 vision (i.e., Junior or Senior) females were paid to serve 

ee confederatee in the experiment. Two of the four took pert in eech 

experiment«! session. While the.- both pretended to be introductory pexcho- 

logy students, one pretended to be en "Cxpert" ard one a "Non-Cxpert" on 

the experiaental teak. Each confederate was asaiTied to eech role in half 

of Ku  session. 

kol^-oUvino »MniPuUtion. The subjects reported to the experimsnter• s 

office where one confederate wes welting. 1*e naive subject was introduced 

to the confederate and told that a third subject also was scheduled for the 

experiment and, hopefully, would be eleng et any minute. While the txeri- 

«mrter busied Mmeelf et hie desk, the confederate began dls.ussing with the 
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naive subject their backgrounds and interests in psychology and psycho- 

logical experiments. This confederate was trained to take the role of an 

Expert in that she expressed a strong interest in psychology and indicated 

she was a psychology major who had participated in a great many psycho- 

logical experiments. She further indicated that she always had found these 

experiments extremely simple and always had done extremely well in them. 

In addition to establishing herself as somewhat of an expert or authority, 

this confederate was also trained to be aloof, unfriendly, and rather 

perturbed with the second confederate who, as instructed, was now some 

minutes late for the experiment. When the secord confederate did arrive, 

she war introduced to the two other members and was immediately reprimanded 

by the Expert confederate for delaying the experiment and wasting their time. 

In contrast to the Expert confederate, the second confederate was 

instructed to identify herself as a novice or Non-Expert regarding 

psychology inü  psychological experiments. She mentioned to the other members 

that she was not a psychology major, had never participated in any type of 

psychological experiment, and was quite certain that some type of esoteric 

probing of her personality would be made in the present experiment. While 

expressing this trepidation over the experiment, she was, at the same time, 

extrimely friendly and cordial to the other members. 

After the initial discussion among the subjects, the experimenter took 

the group to another room where the triangle board was located. The experi- 

ment was presented as a study of group cooperation and communication, and 

as the experimenter began to explain the actual operation of the triangle 

beard, the Expert confederate mentioned that she was quite familiar with 

this apparatus from previous psychological experiments and from her reading 

of the psychological literature. On the other hand, the Non-Expert confederate 
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expressed total bewilderment with the operation of the board. She would 

often Interrupt the experimenter's instructions with repetitive questions 

which were immediately answered in a somewhat hostile and impatient manner 

by the Expert confederate. After giving the complete instructions, the 

experimenter indicated that he had "accidentally" left some questionnaires 

in his office which he would like the subjects to complete before they began 

working on the triangle board. The subjects were told that they could 

"try out" or experiment with the board and perhaps answer each other's 

questions while he returned to his office for the questionnaires. 

The subjects were left alone for several minutes, during which time the 

role playing continued in an attempt to establish more strongly the Expert 

and Non-Expert roles of the confederates. The Non-Expert continued to 

reveal a general confusion and a definite misunderstanding of the instructions 

concerning the operation of the triangle board. She also expressed a some- 

what pessimistic concern about the possibility that their group could 

actually balance the board in the alotted number of trials. Although some- 

what impatient with the Non-Expert's inability to understand the details 

of the experiment and the operation of the board, the Expert confederate, 

with a great deal of forebearance, tried to clarify the experimental 

instructions. Furthermore, she demonstrated the mechanics of the board by 

raising and lowering a comer of the board and pointing out the resulting 

changes in the spirit levels. The Expert also indicated that she was quite 

certain their group could balance the board if the members would only 

cooperate by following the instruct! -is which they would be sending to each 

other by means of written messages. 

To summarize briefly then, one confederate played the part of an arrogant 

Expert—intelligent, showing understanding and confidence with regard to the 
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task at hand, but unplaaaant und iapatlant in ralatlon to th» othar 

confadarate. In contrast, tha sacond oonfadarata playad ths rols of a 

friandly Non-Cxpart—sha daaonstratod a lack of undarstanding of tha 

trlangla board as wall aa a lade of confidanca ragardinQ psychological 

axperiaants in gsnaral, but bahavad in a plaasant, nan-aggrsasiva fashion. 

Thasa aanipulations wara daslgnad to craata a situation in Mhich tha 

naiva subjact would hava diffarantial baliafs, attitudaa, mi bahavioral 

intantions toMsrd tha two confadaratas. Cssantially, on tha basis of 

aarliar findings by Balas (19S8), wa Mara hoping to diacrUdnaU 

tha confadarata whoa a subjact would lika bast and ths ons aha would 

pcafar as a ccMorkar* 

Pra-taat ouastionnaira 

titan tha axpariamtar ratucnad with tha quastiormairss, aaeh aaabar was 

giwan a boeklat, dascribad as a "first Zapntssions Taat," with tha idantifying 

lattar At B, or c on tha covar. Tha naiwa lubjaet was always handad tha 

booklat labalad Haabar C whila lattars A andi B waca altamatad bstiwsn tha 

Expart and Non-Cxpart confadaritas froa sassion to saasion. Sinea assontially 

tha aas« quasUonnaira was uaad in all tiuaa studias, it «ill ba daacrlbad 

in soaa datail hara. Basically, this quastionnaira consistad of thraa partsi 

1) A aaasura of atUtuda toward aach confadarata (A), tach sutojact was 

askad to rata aach of tha two confadaratas en /iahbaiA A Rawan*s (1962) A 

^calas—fiva aapirlcally da!»ndnad, aight-atap bipolar avaluativa acalaa 

of tha Saaantic Diffarantial for« {i.a., «iaa-fooUah, bad-good, aiek- 

haalthy, claan-dirty, and haraful-banaficial). 

2) A aaasura of bahavloral intantiono toward aaeh canfadacata (■>). 

Subjacts ratad aaeh of tha confodarataa or. IS aight-placa acalaa froa 

Triandis* (1964) Bahavioral DiffaronUal. IhU inatnaant asks sub)acu to 
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indicat« the (togrw to which they "would" or "would not" engage in various 

behaviors with a given stimulus person. Factor analyses of these ratings 

resulted in a two-factor structure and the scales with high loadings on 

these dintansions were used to compute measuKsof intentions. More speci- 

fically, the first factor was identified as "Social Acceptönce," and was 

defined by the following see las: admire the ideas, ask the opinion, invite 

to dinner, admire the character, and accept as an intin te friend. The 

second factor was labeled "Subordination" and was defined by the following: 

be taught by, be coamanded by, work for, and obey. Thus, two behavioral 

intention scores (BD and B0„) were obtained with respect to each 

confederate, by sueming across the above mentioned sets of scales. 

3) A measure of beliefs about the expertness of each confederate (BE). 

C ch subject rated each confederate on three eight-place items that were 

designed to assess the degree to t*\lch the subject believed each confederate 

understood (from "very well" to "not at all") the experimental instructions 

and the operetion of the triangle board. The following three items were 

—I to provide the belief measures "How well did she understand (1) 

the inetruetlons about the experiment, (2) how the triangle board works, 

end (3) whet the 'spirit level* was indicating." 

MM 
After the group meebers had completmd the pre-test questiomaire, they 

were seated at that oocmr of the triangle board which corresponded to the 

letter which hed been written en the cover of their test booklet, while the 

mmmmts  «*re coepleting the questionnaire, the tri.ngle board was tilted 

to the standard starting poeition. After the subjecu (and confederates) 

hed been eeated, the experimenter told them that he wni* going to set each 
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of the spirit levels In a different position and. In addition, was not 

going to tell any of the members at what position he had set the levels of 

her partners. As previously mentioned, the naive subject*s level was always 

set parallel to the opposite side of the board In order to create the 

desired equal dependence upon the two confederates. 

The subjects were told they would be given a series of 28 timed trials 

to balance the board. No communication was allowed apart from passing 

mimeographed notes on whlcn the subjects circled the word "left," "right," 

or "hold." After passing their notes, the members were given 15 seconds 

to study any notes they may have received and to decide in which direction 

they were going to turn. The experimenter, who timed each trial, informed 

the subjects when the 15 seconds had elapsed. After making her move, each 

member wrote her message for the next trial. All 28 trials were timed in 

a similar manner. The moves of the three participants were recorded on an 

Cater line-Anc<us Multiple event Recorder, which was wired directly to the 

handles of the triangle board. 

The confederates' behavior. For ecch of the 28 trials, written 

instructions concerning communicative and compliance responses were prepared 

for »he two confederates and were taped to the partitions In front of 

comers A and D and out of view of member C. For each trial, each con- 

federate was told what message to send (i.e., turn left, turn right, or 

hold), whom to send it to and what move to make in those cases where she 

did or did not receive a message from the naive subject. The behavior 

of the confederates was scheduled such that the naive subject received 

the same number and types of coMMunicatlons from each confederate. More 

specifically, each confederate sent 16 massages to the naive subject, nine 

of which asked her to "turn right" and seven of «mich asked her to "turn left". 
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On five trials the subject received no message from either confederate, on 

12 trials she received one message, on three trials she received two 

messages each fequesting the same behavior, and on seven trials (every 4th 

trial), she received two conflicting notes (one confederate requested her 

to turn left and the other requested her to turn right). It is on these 

latter conflict trials that the compliance behavior of the naive subject 

is of most interest. Because the setting of her own spirit level provided 

no information about the relative height of her own comer, the naive 

subject's decision as to whose instruction she would comply with should 

have been based mainly on her beliefs, attitudes and behavioral intentions 

toward the confecerates themselves. 

In addition, the behavior of the confederates was also scheduled so that 

the naive subject was complied with (reinforced) by the confederates on 12 

of the trials and not complied with on the remaining 16 trials. This 

scheduling of the confederates' behavior means that all 60 subjects were 

complied with an equal number of times on the 28 trials. However, each 

subject was differentially complied with (i.e., reinforced) by the Expert 

and Non-Expert depending upon which confederate had received her message on 

any given trial. On those trials where the confederate received no 

communication from the naive subject, the schedule was such :hat half the 

time she turned left and half the time she turned right. 

In general then, it can be seen that an attempt was made to program the 

confederates' behavior such that they behaved identically over the 28 trials. 

In half of the groups, the Expert confederate was assigned to corner 1 and 

in the other half she was assigned corner 3. 

The Feedback manipulation. Because the compliance behavior of the 

confederates can be seen as a form of social reinforcement, it was predicted 
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th.it the peiception of the confederates' behavior would have a strong 

interaction with attitudes in detemining the subsequent comnunicative and 

runpl« -.ce lehiviors of the naive subject. Hence, »in experimental feedback 

manipulation was instigcted in half of the group«. In the Feedback condition 

each of the three group members made her turn on the triangle board in 

succession, with member A turning first, then member B, and finally our 

naive subject, member C. By watching the changes on her own spirit level 

as each of the confederates made their moves, the subjects in the Feedback 

condition should have beer, able to determine if their notes had been com- 

plied with. In the No-Feedback condition all three members turned their 

handles simultaneously and, hence, the naive subject should have been less 

able to determine if there had been compliance. Attitudes should have had 

their greatest impact in this No-Feedback condition where the naive subject 

could not accurately determine if the other members were Indeed complying with 

her instructions to them. On the other hand, social reinforcement (perception 

cf the compliance behavior of the confederates) should have had a more 

pronounced effect in the Feedback condition. 

Post-test questionnaire. After completing the 28 trials, the subjects 

agr'.n described each other on the Behavioral Differential scales, the evalu- 

ative A Scries, and the three expertness items used In the pre-test question- 

naire. In addition, the subject estimated (a) the number of messages she sent 

to each c. federate and (b) the number of times each of the confederates 

complied with her. 

Results and Discussion 

The presentation of results is divided into four sections. Section A 

considers the effectiveness of the role-playing and feedback manipulations. 

In Section B, analyses of variance are reported that check the effect of the 

experimental manipulations on comnunicative and compliance behaviors. Section 
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C present: the correlations between ; re-test beliefs, attitudes, and 

'«havioral intentiona toward the confederates  d behavior with respect to 

then. Finally, SecUon D deals with the effect of the group task situation 

on post-test beliefs, attitudes, t d behavioral intertions, end in addition 

presents the correlations between the subject's own tehavlor on the task 

and her post-test ratings of  ti.-» confederates. 

A. A check on the exrerieental manipulations 

The purpose of the role playing was to establish differential beliefs, 

attitudes, and behavioral intentions toward the two confederates. As 

described above, separate »easutes were obtained of the naive subject's 

attitudes toward each confederate (A), her beliefs about their expertneffs 

(BE), and her intentions to socially accept (BO } and to subordinate 

herself (BO ) to the». The intercorrelation of theae eight ae< »ures 

(four with regard to each cor.federate) are prenented in T tie 1. 

Table 1 has been set up as a aultitrait-aiultieethod eatrU (Cas^bell l 

Fiske, 1959) with the four attitudinal measures serving as naethods" and 

the two confederates serving as "traits.'* The intercor relations demon - 

strata a high degree of convergent a, d diecriadnant validity, indicating 

that, anonq other things, the role-ploying manipulation did serve to 

establish two distinctly different types of coworkers. That is, looking «t 

the pre-tcst section of the ra. tri/ only, it can be seer, that racings of the 

Expert and Non-Expert confederates were relatively independent of one another. 

Further, it can be seen that perhaps with the exception of intention to show 

social acceptance (which was highly correlated with attitude at*d intention 

to subordinate) none of the other measures of beliefs, attitudes end 

behavioral intentions were highly enough intercorrelated to justify omittlnj 

them when attempting to predict behavior. 
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It MtU tm r«C4ll«a ttmt m •ttmmpi, M*S m.jdm to cr**te • «itiMtlon 

ttw mju)mel MOU14 UJW on» canf«d*rat« «or» than tm ot^or, f-'-5 «wuld pof 

o»i«» Uw loss-LUatf corv#«(l*r«M> «.- «or» of « Esfort ort Uw tAak. In 

«Mltion, oivw» Uo two dInNuiiorj of tsorutrlor*! intontlons, tfw «ufelvct 

•^fiactod to »hoy hiohof ir.tmntivn» to flori«ll) «ccop« «4 lo»iw- tntontion» 

to »*tierdln»to horsolf to tho frtondly, Korx-C^ort tnoi to tlw »loof r.«rort. 

Itw aofln rctl^s of if» two confod»r«t»« on tm tour •o-üarowof-t if>»ti-u»o^t» 

•ro pr»»»ntod in Tell» >• Although tho rel»-pl»flAO Mmlpul«Uon MSI hi^ly 

uiCCOMful in »atAbliAhUv? on» conf»d»r«t» •■ «r C'p»i t «nd tho oth»r AS a 

itcn-Cxport, thor» «or» no Ugnifieont dlff»r»nro» lit tn» »ubjoet'» »ttltudo» 

or tmfmviofl intontion» towofd tho two coftNdor»too. 

1hu»t «hi to tho roto-ptoying oonipulAtion MM not co»i Ut»J, •uccostful 

in producing »t»ti»tie«lly »Igniflcont diff«r«nU«l »tutudoo »id boNnrtor»! 

intontion« toward tn» two oonfodorotoo, it did croot» • »ItuoUon Mhor» 

boliof», »tUtudos, »nd boh»vior»l IntonUon« could «11 eontrüiuto 

ind»^»ndoritly toword bohorloml prvdietion. 

Zn ordor to chock tho orfoctivonou of th» f»»dte»ck oftniputotion, T 

»fMUyot» of ¥ rianc» of th» octu«! *d porooivod porcont coopli«!*-« of th» 

confodwAto» in th» two r»odb«ck codition» wn« porfocood.    TTw «»nlrutotion 

MM do»ignod to »How tho oubjoct to occutAtoly rorcoiw» tho conf»d»r»tos' 

bohovior» in tho ro»db»cfe condition, U«t not in th» No-rood^ocft- condition. 

It wo« «loo ocpoctod thtt In thl» Uttor condition cubjocts would tond to 

o«or««Uo»to th» Dtpart'fi oonrlionco bohwvior «nd -«id»r»»tioot» tho ;aan- 

DifortU cewpliwc» i^^vlor.    Only th» ooin offoct of   •*<-tv»«l-vi.;«rc»iv*<j- 

w»» «igrdficant.    Zn »11 COM», th» »ufejoct» o*or»«tiaot«d tho coopli&rco 

Mhovim- of both oonfoJoratoo.    Contrary to «xpcctotion», thoro vor« no 

»ignific«nt difforontM Mtwoon condition« or botwoon conf»dor»t»» and th« 
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ü— If Intmrmction tM« «Iso not slgraficar.t. Thu«t it «ppvars that the 

«*.'.! > Uli or d fvtdUck »#•« not  svx:ce»»^il. 

*•    Tt» of fact of tftt o*p»fl*ont<tl ■orgt^I^tioru; or. UK subject's bohav<or 

VftTioua «nolyawi woro porforoad to chack whathar U« aubjact« bahavad 

dirrorontly UMard tha Cspart than toward tha Non-Cxpart, and to detamlna 

tha affact  >f faodback on tha aubjact'« aahavlor.    AB oantlonad bafora, tha 

ba^airloral aaaauraa in thia study wara providad by tha subjact's ccarplianca 

•nd cooaunicaUva t*t .viort.    Tha .^uxbar of timer, tha autjact compllad with 

aaeh eenfadartta (a) over all trials and (b) on conflict trl It only, 

conatitutad two aaa^traa, and tha nuabar of isaaa igas aha aant to aach 

confodarata ««as a third. 

It MM found that tha initial tandancy was both to writa to tha Expert 

and to conply with har.    Out of tha 60 subjects, 38 (63.») wrote their first 

•aaaega to tha r pert ..d 22 (36.7%) to the Non-Cxpert (Z - 1.99, p - .052). 

with reapect to caa^liance, 11 subjects (18.») "held" on tha firat 

conflict trial.    Of tha regaining 49, 36 (60%) co^liad with «ha Expert and 

)3 (21.7%) caepliad with the Hon-Cxpert (Z • 3.?9, p <.001). 

Over all 29 triala, an average of 13.53 «e. sages were aant to the Expert 

and 14.47 to the Mon-Cxpart (nor.-algniflcf.- t dif arence).    ftnilarlr, over 

the 28 trials, tha Expert was canpliad with ar averoge of 11.53 tires while 

tha Ncn-Cxpert was ros^lied with 10.87 tinea (not significant).    What, only 

tha 7 conflict triala were considered, a siatilar picture aaergad—tha 

Expert wea coaplied with 3.22 Unas and the Non-Expert 2.60 times (nor- 

aignificant difference).    Thua, although a subjects initial tendency waa 

to cosMunicata and to comply with tha C*rmrtt over the whole 28 trials the 

aubjoct did not behave differentially toward tha two confederates. 
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In order to asce: c the effect of the feedback manipulation on the 

subject's behavior, five two-w^y analyses of variance were conducted where 

('j) the two feedback conditions and (b) the Expert's position (either 

comer 1 or corner 2) served as main effects. The dependent variables in 

these analyses were: 

1. Nurber of messages to the Expert confederate (since the subject 

had to write one message on each trial, the number of messages 

to the Mon-Expert equaled 28 minus the number of messages to the 

Expert); 

2. The number of times the subject complied with the Expert minus the 

number of times she complied with the Non-Expert over all 28 trials 

(compliance with the two confederates does not sum up to 28 for 

every subject since (a) there were five trials on which the subject 

received no message and (b) some subjects chose to "hold" on 

certain trials); 

3. The number of times th» subject complied with the Expert minus 

the number of times she complied with the Non-Expert on the 7 

conflict trials; 

4. The number of times the subject "held" (i.e., did not make a move); and 

5. The number of "wrong' messages the subject sent (It was observed that 

some subjects on one or more trials, sent Incorrect instructions 

to the confederates. For example, the subject asked a confederate 

to "turn right" when, on the basis of her spirit level, she should 

have asked her to "turn left.") 

Neither the main effects nor their interactions were significant in any 

of the five arr.lyses. While significant position effects were not expected, 

we did expect significant feedback effects. The failure to confirm the 
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prediction is consistent with the earlier finding that the feedback mani- 

pulation was unsuccessful. Therefore, for the remainder of Experiment I, 

4 
the data from the two feedback conditions have been combined. 

C. The correlational prediction of behavior from attitudes, beliefs, and 

behavlorc.1 intentions 

A traditional attitudinal approach would predict a significant relation« 

ship between a given subjects beliefs about, attitudes toward, and 

behavioral intentions with respect to a given confederate and her behavior 

toward that confederate. In order to test this hypothesis, correlations 

between the four pre-test ratings of the confederates (A, BE, BD end BD-_) 

and behaviors toward them (i.e., number of messages sent, number of 

compliances on all trials, and number of compliances on the conflict trials) 

were computed. All 24 correlation coefficients (12 with respect to each 

confederate) were non-significant. 

Ajzen and Fishbein (1969), however, have pointed out that attitude 

research often neglects the fact that an individual usually has a choice 

between alternative acts. They demonstrated that predictions of choice 

behavior improved when estimates of attitudes toward each of the availabl» 

alternatives were taken into consideration. In the present study, it is 

quite conceivable that difference scores would improve prediction since 

much of a subject's behavior toward the confederates is complementary. That 

is, even if a subject has positive attitudes toward both confederates, she 

can only write to one of them on each trial. Similarly, she can only comply 

with one of the confederates on each conflict trial. Since the subject is 

forced to make a choice between the two confederates, it seems likely that 

it will be the differences in her beliefs, attitudes, and behavioral 

intentions toward them, rather than the absolute values of these variables, 



that will Influence her behavior. THta,  for tho »wminim  of this p«p*r( 

only difference scorM will bo report«!. Table 3 rresert» the correlationa 

. etv«er. differences In the subject's attltudlnal ratings of the confederates 

(Expert-Ncn-Cxpert) aid differences In her behavior toward then. 

Looking at Table 3 It can be seen that using difference scores did not 

improve prediction (none of the 12 correlations tew stetistlcally si^tifleant). 

Even though the feparate Measures of beliefs, attitudea, ard behavioral 

Intentions were not ilgnif Icantly related to behavior, it is possible that 

simultaneous consideration of all four eeaaures would naoult in behavioral 

prediction. Indeed, this is precisely the srqunont offered b> nulti« 

dinenslonal theorists. In order to test this notion, nultlplo correlstions 

were computed. There multiple correlstions are also giver, in Table ). None 

of the 3 multiple correlstions reached statistical ilgnific*. :«. Thus, 

the results indicate that in 'Jhm present study, neither sttitudes, nor 

Leliefs. nor behavioral intentions were consistently relsted to behavior end 

further that the simultaneous considerstion of theie vsriebles did net 

improve behavioral prediction. 

While these findings srs quite discoursging from er. attitudinal point 

of view, they ore not entirely unexpected from Doob's behavior theory 

explanation of the attitude-behavior relationship. According to Doeb, an 

attitude-behavior relations?iip will only obtain if the befevior follotdng 

from the attitude is r^itively reinforced. Nore spocificclly, s subject 

should send her ee&sages to the confederate who reinforces this communi - 

cative behavior by complying with her inatx^ctl^i. Similerly, it is expected 

that a subject is sore likely to comply with the confederate who complies 

with her. In order to test these notions, correlstions betwoen the subject's 

own behavior and the actual and perceived percent of compliance by the 

confederates were calculated. Gnce again difference scores were used. 
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Contrary to Dool's betvavior thaory axpla..ation, there were no significant 

relationship« between the subjact*« behaviors atxi the actusl or perceived 

percent of compliance by the confederates. 

To sumarize briefly thent the results of the correlational prediction 

of Lehavior were quite negative. First, a subject's ballets, attitudes, and 

behavioral intentions toward the two confederates were unrelated to the 

subject*« behavior vis a vis the confederates. Further, in contrast to what 

was expected fron a beh vior theory viewpoint, the subject's behavior was 

rot related to the confederates' actual compliance behavior or the subject's 

r«rception of that behavior. 

D. The effect of the task on beliefs, attitude«, and behavioral intention«. 

To detemlne whether the «ubject rated the two confederate« differently 

4fter the ta«k than before, t-te«t« between the pre- and po«t-te«t rating« 

of eac:. confederate on each attitudlnal variable (i.e.. A, BE, BD , and 

GO..) were computed. The results showed that a «ubject tended to perceive 

the Expert a« leas of an expert after the task than «he did initially 

<t  ■ 2.540; p <.0$), and that «he increased her intention« to «how 

subordination to the ron-Expert (t» • -2.135, p «.05). None of the other 

differences were significant. 

In order to assess whether changes in the attitudlnal ratings of the 

confederates (i.e., A, BE, BD. and BD ) were related to the confederate«' 

behavior« on the task, correlation« between the confederate«' actual and 

perceived percent compliance and the pre to poet-teat change« in the «ub- 

ject*« attitudlnal rating« were canputed.  Only the change in expertne«« 

ratings of the non-Expert was significantly related to the Non-Expert'« 

compliance behavior (r ■ .276, p <,05 for actual and .342, p «.01 for 

perceived compliance). That 1«, the higher the proportion of compliance« 



by the Non-Expert, the more the subject tended to increase her expertress 

ratings of this confederate. 

On the basis of previous research by Gerard (1965) and others, it was 

hypothesized that the subjects may engage in some form of "cognitive 

bolstering." That is, the subjects may bring their beliefs, attitudes, and 

behavioral intentions into line with their behaviors. In order to test this 

notion, correlations between the subject's communicative and compliance 

behaviors toward the two confederates during the task and the pre- to 

post-test changes in her attitudinal ratings of the confederates were 

computed. Only the change in the expertness rating of the Expert confederate 

(which previously was found to be significant) was related to the subject's 

own compliance behavior. The less the subject complied with the Expert, 

the more she changed her expertness rating in an unfavorable direction 

(r ■ .254, p <.05). Thus, there is only limited support for a cognitive 

bolstering effect. 

Since some changes in the subject's ratings of the confederates during 

the course of the experimental task were found, it might be interesting to 

examine the degree to which the post-test attitudinal measures could be 

used to pcstdlct the subject's behaviors. The correlations between the 

post-test ratings and the subject's preceding behaviors are given in 

Table 4. It is obvious that, overall, there was little evidence to support 

(a) an attitude-behavior relationship (none of the 12 correlations presented 

reached statistical significance) and (b) the argument that the consideration 

of cognition (belief) and conation (behavioral intention) in addition to 

affect (attitude) would improve behavioral prediction. None of the 

multiple correlations of these variables on the task behaviors were 

statistically significant. 
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Table 4 

Correlations L-ctween Gubject's Behavior and her Post-Test 

Katings of the Confederates - Difference Scores 

Experiment I 

AttiLudinal • r;o. of Mo. of Compliances No.  of Compliances 
Measures hiess-iqe: ; Jent All Trials Conflict Trials 

A .03 .11 -.01 

■ .20 .15 .14 

"x -.04 .12 .09 

»n -.04 .15 .03 

IXiltiple R .23C .202 .195 

:ote - A - Attitude toward the confederates 
DC - Qeliefc about the confederates* expertness on the task 
B0. and KD  • Behavioral intentions, acceptance (1) and 

subordination (II) factors. 



Conclusion of Experiment I 

In general, the results of this first study were not very encouraging. 

If anything, the results indicated that attitudinal variables were not 

predictive of un individual's behaviors. Knowledge of an individual's beliefs 

about, attitudes toward, and behavioral intentions with respect to a given 

stimulus person did not provide enough informationjtOAllow prediction of the 

individual's behaviors with respect to that stimulus person. 

There also appears to be little support for any of the proposed 

explanations for the lack of an üttitude-behavior relationship. Overall, 

the results were negative, despite the fact that (1) the attltudinal 

measures were person-specific and (2) cognitions and conations were 

assessed in addition to affect. Further, while the feedback manipulation 

was unsuccessful, correlational analyses did not indicate a significant 

relationship between behavior and actual or perceived reinforcement. 

Although the attltudinal-type variables were rot significantly related 

to the subject's behaviors, there was some evidence that the subject's own 

behavior as well as her perceptions of the confederates' behaviors did 

influence her post-test attltudinal ratings of the confederates. That is, 

to a certain extent at least, the changes in the subject's beliefs that 

took place during the task were related to her perceptions of the 

confederates' compliance behaviors and to her own compliance behavior. More 

specifically, the more a subject perceived the No .-Expert as complying, 

tie more she rated her as an expert and the less a subject complied with 

the Expert, the less she believed that this confederate was on expert. 

While it may be tempting to conclude from the present study that none 

of the various explanations given for the lack of an attitude-behavior 

relationship a. ,• valid, there remains the possibility that the negative 
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findings May tm AM to MthodelogiCAl difficulties. Three prollens «re of 

particular loportence. 

tlrst, In trying to crest« a situation in which all three attltudlnal 

.«•;o ei ;s (i.e., affect, cognition and conation) could indepandently con- 

tribute to behavioral variance, «• also created a situation in which • 

subject could have onbivalent feelings toward the two confederates. That 

is, we attenptad to create a situation in which the subjact would have a 

positive ctttitude toward one confaderete, but would also believe that she 

(i.e., the confaderete) was not an expart on the task. In contrast, the 

othar confederate was supposed to be disliked and  an expert on the task. 

While these manipulations were not cowplately successful, they did se.ve 

to create a situation where beliefs about expertness were relatively 

independent ot attitudes. Thus a subject's beliefs and attitudes could 

have influenced her lehavlora In different ways, and the failure to find 

a;i attitude-behavior relationship might be due to this intra-additudinal 

inconsisterx '. 

record, and perhaps more important, our efforts to completely control 

and counterbalance the confederates* behaviors may have had undesirable side 

effects. That is, the confederates' message-sending behavior '-'as probably 

porceived u "inconsistent," "irrational" and "erratic," since, as we can 

now see in retrospect, it indeed was. More specifically, the message- 

sending behavior of the confederates was not task-oriented, and in many 

cases the messages they sent were "incorrect." Since the communicative 

behavior of the confederates (-.r.d especially that of the Expert) was pro- 

bably inconr-istent with the subject's expectations, it may have created 

confusion among the subjects. Some evidence for this can be seen in the 

finding that subjects believed the Expert confederate to be less of an 



•xp*rt a£tmt  ttm taak,  ond In th* inem*am of Ihm subtact*« inUntlot. to 

•ubordlfMt« hacMlf to tho Jion-Crport. 

Finally, the lack of support for Ooofc's bohavior thaory oxplonatlon mi,, 

jm du» to th# failuro of th» foadbadc Mnlrulatian and th* conaaquant lack 

of ado^Mta control of tha aodal roinforcaa^nt varlablo. 

It thu« eppaarad dotlrabla to partially ropllcata and axtand tha first 

study, taking into considaratlon tha abovo ■er.tioned Mathodologlcal 

dlfficulUoa. 

EXPESUNDT II 

In Cxparinant i: an attaopt war. moda to astablish a non-aaibiguou* sat 

of positiva baliafs, »ttitudar. and bahavioral Intention» toward one cor- 

federate, and a negative set of beliefs, attitudac, vA  bal^vioral Intentions 

toward tha other. Further, rather than having the amount of reinforcement 

being contingent upon tha subject's cosnunicative behovior, three reinforce- 

ment conditions ware established. The ratio of reinforcement given by e..ch 

confederate was predetermined and varied according to condition. Thus, the 

percent of reinforcement given by the confederates was coi.trolled and did 

not depend on the subject's communicative behjvior. Finally, in contrast to 

the first experiment, the confederates' message-sending behavior was con- 

sistent and task oriented. That in, the confederates always sent "correct" 

messages. 

Method and Procidure 

Appcratus and Group Task 

In all respects, the apparatus and the group task in this experiment 

was identical to Experiment I. The only difference was that in the present 

experiment comer 2, the naive subject's comer, was labeled ".." rather 



than "C, sine« it MOS «WälrabU th t sh» 90 first (r«t^m U»n Ust) on 

•och total. KoMvvvr, in tan« of th» i*t^p of th» trianql» board, th» 

rvrtive subject w^s in th» SMM» (»iddl») position with on» confedorat»*» 

corner being higher and th» other confederst»*» comer being lower than 

her OM.. 

One hundred and one feeAle undargraduates, »nrolled in th» introdurtory 

psychology course {participated in th» experUwnt. For reasons to be 

desctited ?9 of these subjects were omitted from the analyses, leaving a 

total of 72 subjects. 

'.'onfederAtes 

Six f«valQ seniors, psrticipating in a social psycholos course, were 

paid to serve an confederates in th» »xperinent. Two of th» six took part 

In »ach »xperlitental session. While they both pretended to be introductory 

psychology students, one assumed th» role of a Johnson supporter; the 

other proclaimed to be in favor of Goldwater.  Each confederate was 

assigr.ed half of the time to on» rol», half of th» tie» to th» other. 

Procedure 

The experiment was conducted during th» last month of the 1964 presiden- 

tial election. When the naive subject cam» to th» »xp»rimsntal room, she 

found the experinenter and one of the confederates. The two were introduced 

and told that a third participant would be coning. Th» experimenter then 

indiccit»d that she had to bring some additional materials and left the room. 

In tier absence, the second confederate arrived wearing a big Goldwater 

button. This provided on excuse for the first confederate to start a 

political argument, identifying herself as a Johnson supporter. An exchange 

followed, in which some of the "hot" issues of th» campaign ware brought up •■ 



(nuclear war In Viet Nam, John Dirch Society). If the naive subject foiled 

to Join the discussion and to take sides, she was -.sked by one of the 

confederates what her stand was. 

From the moment the subject expressed her political opinion, there was 

a further development in the role playing: the confederate on whose side 

the subject had IdentlfleJ herself attempted to appear agreeable and 

Intelligent; the other confederate became aggressive, unpleasant, and 

foolish. She became particularly aggressive with respect to the other 

confederate, attacking her and her political views in an extremely violent 

and nasty manner. (This was done to provide a Justification for the lack 

7 
of cooperation between the confederates which was to follow.) 

When the experimenter returned to the room, she introduced the Goldwater 

supporter to the other girls and. In the same manner as was done in Experiment 

I, she proceeded to explain the tralngle board and the experiment to the 

participants. 

During the explanation, the confederate of the same political opinion 

as the subject tried to establish herself as an expert In regard to th« 

mechanism of the triangle board by following the procedure este' lished In 

Experiment I. Similarly, the confederate of the opposed political opinion 

took the role of the Nan-Expert. 

To summarize briefly, one confederate played the part of a likeable 

expert (positive confederate) while the other presented herself as on 

unpleasant non-expert (negative confederate). These manipulations were 

designed to create positive beliefs, attitudes, and behavicral Intentions 

with respect to one confederate and negative beliefs, attitudes, and 

behavioral Intentions with respect to the other. At the conclusion of the 

role-playing manipulation, the group members were asked to complete the 
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"First Impressions Test" (i.e., the pre-test questionnaire). 

lYc-Test ';uestionr..iirG 

This qucstionn&itc MM identical to the one used in the previous study 

witii the two following exceptions. 

1) One belief item was added; i.e., with respect to each confederate, 

each subject was asked to indicate, "How well did she understand 

what should be done to balance the triangle board?", by checking 

the eight-place semantic differential scale ranging from "very well" 

to "not at all." 

2) Only the 11 BO scales that loaded highest on the first two 

factors obtained in the previous study were used. 

Subjects who did not rate the positive confederate higher than the 

negative confederate on all three instruments (i.e., the A Scales, the BD 

Scales, and the RE Scales) were eliminated from the experiment. On the 

basis of this criterion, 16 subjects were eliminated. In addition, 7 

subjects were eliminated because of suspicions about the naivete of the 

confederates and 4 subjects had to be eliminated because of technical 

difficulties. Thus, as mentioned above, a total of 72 subjects were used 

in the analyses. 

The task 

3efore the participants sat down in their places, the experimenter 

asked them to turn away while she reset the board in the standard starting 

position. As in Experiment I, the naive subject was always assigned to the 

corner in the middle position. The positive and negative confederates were 

alternated between the high and t ie low comers. Each group member sent 

one ' d only one message on eoch trial. After receiving the messages, the 
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subjects had 15 seconds to reod the notes they had received and to decide 

on their move; after which, one by one, each member would moke her move 

(one turn of her handle either right or left or no move at all) and 

declare what she was doing. The members made their moves in succession, 

with A starting; since the naive subject was always Member A, she was the 

first to move on each trial. 

The confederates* behavior 

Both confederates sent all their notes to the naive subject. Their 

instructions were always in conflict; if the positive confederate was 

asking the subject to go left, then the negative confederate kept asking 

her to go right, and vice versa. (The conflicting messages were actually 

compatible with the way the triangle board was set up; since the naive 

subject's comer was put in the middle, it was too low for one of the 

confederates and too high for the other.) Therefore, on each trial, unless 

the subject chose to hold, she had to decide whose instructions to follow 

and «rhose to disobey. 

Regarding the confederates' compliance with the subject's Instructions, 

three reinforcement conditions were established: 

1) 75%: the positive confederate reinforced (i.e., complied) 75%, 

and the negative confederate reinforced 25%; 

2) 50%: both confederates reinforced 50%; 

3) 25%i the positive confederate reinforced 25%, the negative 75%. 

If the confederate was supposed to reinforce the subject 75% of the 

time, her schedule Instructed her to comply with the subject's messages 

three times out of four; the 25% relnforcer would comply with one out of 

every four messages that the subject sent her; and in the 50-50% condition, 



both canfed«r«tec corr U«d %ath two out of «wry four of ttw subjoct's 

■essays.    71« ordarlrvj of ccMpliaice vithin «och qro p of four trial« MM 

cnrCamly dotormlnod. 

In nil relnforceneit conditions, th» confodoratos war« Inatmctod to 

viry their bohavior (l.o.t   *> half of tha tiao left and half of tha tlmm 

rlgl-.t) on all trluls on which they did not racalva a 

i'o.'.t-te.tt ffcatlom. tire 

This questlonnalra Includod all tha Itaa« contained in the pre-tast 

questionnaire, plus items concamlng tha subjects perceptions of the 

confederates* ccoollince behaviors, ta »«11 as her parcaptlon of her own 

inesea9e-8endlnq bahavior. 

Results aid Discussion 

As in the previous study,  the report of results is divided into four 

sections. 

A. A checfc on the experioentol «anipulatlon 

Tha purpose of the role plo\ing was to establish o general positive 

ittitude toward one confederate and a general negative attitude toward tha 

other. This wa* achieved in the case of the 72 subjects used in the 

analyses, all of when rated the positive confederate higher then the 

negative confederate on the three attitudinal measures. The three Mesures 

w*re: 

1) The run of the five A Scales which constituted e aeosure of 

attitude (A). 

2) The sum of the eleven seelee fron the Behavioral Differential (BO) 

B 
which constituted the neasure of behavioral intentions. 

3) The sum of the four Belief Seiles (BE) which constituted the 

measure of beliefs. 



u 
thrM ——vTM **f» obtAinad for »och aubjact, with rMpact to 

••ch of the conf«d«ratM( bafora and «ftar Uw ta»k.    Tha intarcorralaUons 

of tha ■oaauras «ra praaantad in Tabla S*   Raoardlng onl/ tha pra-tatt port 

of tha taMo, it can ba aaan that attltudaa corral<it«d batcar with liahavloral 

intantlona than with baliafst that both corralatlona Mara highar for tho 

r«<jatlva corifadar«ta than for tha poaltiva confodoratat and that tartvavioral 

intantlona corralatad %rtth baliafa only for tha na^ativa confadarata. 

Tabla S «lao danonatretaa that tha lnt«ra>rrolatloha hatwa*r tha pra-taat 

acoraa wora all hi^ar for tha nag«tlva confadarata than for tha poaitiva 

confadarata which tumm to indicate that tha nagatlva confadarata croatod 

a coralatant "all bad" inpraaalon, wMla thara «#•» nora -within aubjocta" 

divaraity with roapact to tha varioua aapacta ot tha poaitlva «nfadarata'a 

Zt should ba notod that Tabla 5 hat Man aat up aa a oultltrait- 

aultiMtfiOd natrix (Caopball t flaka, 19i9i with tha A 3calaa, Ba, and DC 

Scalaa aorving aa Methods «d tha poaltiwa and nagatiaa confadaratas at 

traita.    With tha axcaption of baliafa aLout tha poaitiva confadar^te on 

tha pra-taat ( tha intarcorralatlona daao witrata a conaidarahla daqrao of 

conversant validity.    Purtlvir, altho>*gh thara ia conaidarabla avidanca of 

discriMina..t valldit-,  as wall, a lorga nathod bias wie fxmd on tha A 

Scalaa whara a corral uor of .61 batwaan tha rating of tha poaitlva and 

naqttlva confadaratas was obtained. 

TO etiack wttethar the v/trioua achadula» of relnforcesianl had in tnct 

bean eatabliahad as plarJMKl, and had beat   perceived aa such by tha 

subjacta, an analyaia of variance of tha actual and perceived percent of 

compliance by tha confederates in the three ralnforo—at conditions wor 
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performed. The means can be seen in Table 6. Looking at the columns of 

actual compliance, it can be concluded that different ratios of reinforcement 

had in fact been established in the three conditions. Further, these 

obtained ratios were quite similar to the planned ones (of 75%, 50% and 

25%). In this respect, the experimental manipulation was quite successful. 

Although there was a tendency to overestimate the compliance of both 

confederates (the main effect of actual vs. perceived was significant f.t 

the .01 level), the accuracy of estimating the positive confederate's 

compliance differed very little fro* that of estinu ting the negative 

confederate's compliance. But most importantly, the differential com- 

plicance behaviors of the confederates within reinforcement conditions were 

perceived by the subjects; the Confederate X Reinforcement interaction was 

significant at less than the .01 level and thus, in this experiment, a 

direct test of the reinforcement hypothesis is possible. 

In sum, the experimental manipulations were successful in establishing 

differential attitudes and reinforcement schedules. Furthermore, the 

correlations between the three attitudin.il-type measures were not found to 

be so high as to Justify omitti ij any of them when attempting to predict 

behavior. In particular, the beliefs about expertness could be expected to 

contribute independent variance to the prediction of behavior. 

B. The effect of the experimental manipulations on the subject's behavior 

Various analyses were performrd to check whether the subjects behaved 

c"fferently toward the positiva than toward the negative confederate and to 

determine the effect of reinforcement on the subject's behavior. 

As in Experiment I, the number of times the subject complied with each 

confederate constituted one behavioral measure and the number of messages 

she sent to each confederate was the other. 



35.1 

T..lle 6 

Actual arid Perceive«! I'ercent Keinforcement 

by the Confederates 

Experiment II 

lor.itlve Confederate       Negative Confederate 
•onditl on , «..tu.l letccived Actun1 Percelvrd 

75% 75.0 67.9 22.1 46.3 

50% 52.9 66.7 46.3 55.4 

25% 22.5 46.7 73.3 70.0 

Note - Each percentage is  based on N - 24 subjects. 

75% refero to the condlt-on in which K obeyed 75% of the time 
and :iC obeyed 25% of the time; 

50% refers to the condition In wl.ich ooth PC and iJC obeyed 
5(K of  the tl.ne; 

and 25% refers to the condition where IC obeyed 25% of the time arid 
IJC obeyed 75% of the time. 

A 3 :: 2 x 2 Lindquist Ty|« VI mixed analysis of variance was 
confxited. Only the main effect of "Arutal vs. Perceived" was 
rlgnificnnt Cf. ,g»18.ö3t p <.01). The "Confederate R Reinforcement" 
interaction wna'also significant (F. 69-30.fMt p <.01), 



36 

It was found that the initial tendency was both to write to the positive 

confederate and to comply with her. Out of the 72 subjects, 49 (68%) wrote 

their first message to the positive and 23 (32%) to the negative confederate 

(Z - 3.33, p <.001). With respect to compliance, 12 subjects (16.7X) "held" 

on the first trial (i.e., complied with neither confederate). Of the 

remaining 60, 44 (61.1%) complied with the positive confederate, 16 (22.2%) 

the negative confederate (/, - 4.09, p <.001). It is worth noting that 

these results are almost identical to those obtained in Experiment I. 

Over all twenty trials, an average of 10.25 messages were sent to the 

positive confederate, 9.75 to the negative confederate (non-significant 

difference). There was a bigger difference in compliance behavior—the 

positive confederate was complied with on 10.51 trials, the negative or 

7.39 {F1  69 - 9.81, p<.01). 

In order to test the effect of the reinforcement manipulation on the 

subject's behavior, four two-way analyses of variance were conducted with 

"reinforcement" and "position" (i.e., whether the positive confederate was 

assigned to comer 1 or 3) serving as the independent variables. Similar 

to Experiment I, the four dependent variables were: 

1) Number of messages to the positive confederate (since the subject 

had to write one message on each trial, the number of messages to 

the negative confederate equalled 20 minur t.« number of messages 

to the positive confederate); 

2) Number of times the subject complied with the positive confederate 

minus the number of times she complied with the negativ» confederate; 

3) Number of times the subject "held"; and 

4) Number of "wrono" messages. 

The analyses of variance revealed no significant mai'i effects for the 
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confederates' "position." The only significant effect of "reinforcement" 

wa£ on the number of wror. j messages. The average numbers of wrong messages 

sent were 1.08, 0.29,  and 1.96 in the 7», 50KV and 25% conditions, 

respectively (F? „ • Ö.51, p <.01). There were no significant Intezactlon 

effects. 

In contrast to expectations based on Doob's behavior theory analysis, 

but consistent with the findings in Experiment I,  there is no evidence that 

subjects sent more tnessages to the positive confederate in the condition 

t   »ce tiie positive confederate reinforced her 75% of the time than in the 

condition where the positive confederate reinforced her only 25% of the 

time.    Similarly,  the subject did not show any more differential compliance 

with the positive confederate when the positive confederate reinforced her 

75% of the time than she did in the condition where the positive confederate 

reinforced her only 25% of the time. 

The average number of messages sent to the positive confederate was 

10.25, which was not significantly different from 10.00, the value to be 

expected in case of an equal distribution of messages between the two 

confederates.    However, the average difference in compliance with the 

positive and negative confederate was 3.13, significantly different from 

0,  the expected value in case of equal compliance with both confederates 

(2 - 4.43, p<.001).    Thus, in the present stud;, although a subject did 

not send more messages to the positive than to tiie negative confederate she 

did comply with the positive more than with the negative confederate 

irrespective of the amount of reinforcement she received from cither of the 

two confederates.    Here then, at least with respect to compliance, it does 

appear that a subject's behavior was related to her attitudes.    It is worth 

noting that just as amount of reinforccr-nt had no significant effect on 
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communicative or (oi..pliance behaviors, it also had r.o effect or. the number 

of times the subject chose not to comply with either confederate (i.e., to 

"hold"). 

Thus, in contrast to our expecU-tions, but coi si^tent with the previous 

findings, the reinforcement nu-tnipulation had little or no influence on the 

subject's behavior. Ttie subjects did not send significantly more messages 

to the confederate who was reinforcing 75% nor dia »-hey comply more with 

her. Also consistent with findings in Experiment I, the subjects initially 

wrote to the positive confederate more and complied more with her. However, 

in the present experiment the subjects continued to comply with the 

positive more then with the negative confederate throughout the experiment, 

although aguln they did not continue to send her more of their messages. 

Thus, at least with respect to the subject's own compliance, attitudes did 

appear to have some Influence on her behavior. 

C. The correlational prediction of behavior from attitudes, beliefs and 

behavioral Intentions 

Table 7 presents the correlations between the differences in the pre- 

test ratings of the positive and the negative confederate on the A Scales, 

the BD and the BE Scales, and the differences in subjects' communicative 

and compliance behaviors toward the confederates over all reinforcement 

9 
conditions.  In contrast to our expectations, but consistent with our 

previous findings, the correlations were non-significant. It can again 

be seen that the simultaneous consideration of all the attltudinal measures 

did not produce e significant increment in behavioral prediction (i.e., the 

multiple correlations were also non-significant). 

Once again, however, it should be noted that, while these findings are 

quite discouraging fron an attltudinal point of view, they ore not unexpected 
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Talkie 7 

Correlations BatMMn Fre-T«*st Attltiidinal Measures 

and Subject's Behaviors - Difference Scores 

Experiment II 

/»ttltudinal 
Measures 

Subject's Behavior 

No. of No. of 
Messages Sent        Compliances 

A 

Multiple R 

-.11 

-.05 

..18 

.161 

.13 

.16 

.06 

.186 

Note - All correlations are non-signl.eicant (N ■ 7?), 

A    - Attitude toward the confederates 
EC • Beliefs about the confederates* expertness 
BD - Behavioral intentions toward the confederates. 
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from boob's behavior theory explanation of the attitude-behavior relation- 

ship which suggests that the subject's own behavior is related to the 

compliance (I.e., reinforcement) by the confederates. As demonstrated above, 

the results of the analyses of variance did not support this notion. However 

in order to further investigate the reinforcement hypothesis, correlations 

between the subject's own behavior and the actual end perceived compliance 

by the confederates were calculated. Consistent with the findings in 

Experiment Z, the subject*<! own compliance and message-sending behaviors 

nere found to be unrelated to the confederates' actual compliance behaviors 

(r ■ .016 and -.119, respectively) or the subjects' perceptions of these 

behaviors (r > .199 and -.081, respectively). 

Tims, not only was there again no evidence for my systematic relation- 

ship between attitudinal and '.ehavioral variables, but there also ueeras to 

be little or no support for Ooob's behavior theory explanation of this lack 

of relationship. 

D. The effects of the task on the subject's beliefs, attitudes, and 

behavioral intentions 

T-tests were computed to determine whether the subjects ;. od the two 

confederates differently after the task thn before. Separate analyses 

were performed for the positive confederate and the negative confederate or. 

each of trie tiuree attitudinal measures (A, BD, md BE). On all three 

measures, the poet-test ratings of the positive confederate were significantly 

lower than the pre-test ratings (t71 - 6.36, 3,04, and 5.63 for A, BD, and 

BE, respectively, p <.01 In all cases). For the negative confederate, the 

post-test ratings were significantly higher than the pre-test ones on all 

three measures (for A, t« - 2.21, p <.05; ft BD,  t«. - 3.99, p <.01; and 

for DC, t^ - 4.88, p <.01). Thus, subjects were significantly lese 
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f.vor able toward the positive confederate and Eignificaritly more favoralbe 

tov/.trd ttm n^ative confederate after the task than they were before the 

tusk. 

In order to assess whether these changes were lelüted to the confederates* 

tchavior on the ttuJ:, correlations between the confederates' actual and 

ivrcelvod corinliai ce with the subject ai»d the changes in the subject's 

pre- to post-test beliefs, attitudes and behavioral intentions with respect 

to each confederate were empputed.   Of these 12 correlations, 3 were 

found to be significant. Specifically, cha. ges in attitude toward the 

positive confoderute were related to the actual (r - .356, p< .01) and 

fercelved (r • .406, p<.01) percent of compliance by the positive 

confederate v'-ilo changes in the expertness ratings of the negative 

confederate were related to the subject's perceptions of the negative 

cenfeder .tc'3 cocpllance (r ■ .346, p <.01). This latter finding is 

consistent with th- results of Experiment I. 

Cognitive bolstering was again investigated by correlating the subject's 

own beliaviors toward the confederates with the changes in her pre- to 

sost-test beliefs, attitudes, and behavior 1 intention« with respect to 

each confederate. Consistent with the findings of Experiment Z, there 

was only limited evidence for a cognitive bolstering effect. Once again 

only changes in tvliefs about the -v^sitive confederate were significantly 

related to the subject's own compliance behavior. The less the subject 

complied wtth the positive confederate, the more she changed (in an 

unfavorable direction) her beliefs about the expertness of tne positive 

confederate (r ■ .335, p «.Ol), 

Thus, the evidence of Experiments I and II consistently indicated that 

MM of the subject's attitudinal ratings were influenced by the behaviors 
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of the cot-federates as well as by her own behavior. Specifically, the 

negative confederate's compliance affected the subject's beliefs ubouc 

that confediTate's expertness while the subject's own compliance wit.i the 

positive confederate influenced her beliefs about that confederate. 

Once .-jgain, as a final analysis, we examined the degree to which these 

clianges in subject's ratings of the confederates wore in the direction of 

increased attitudinal-behcivioral consistency. That is, we looked at the 

postdiction of the subject's behavior from the post-test ratings of th« 

confederates. These correlations are presented *n Table 8. There it can 

. c seen that the subject's post-test beliefs and attitudes were now 

significantly related to her compliance behavior,  although there was no 

relation between the three attitudinnl variables and the subject's 

communicative behavior. Consistent with previous findings, the simul- 

taneous consideration of coqnition, conation, and affect did not greatly 

improve behavioral prediction although, as can bv seen in Table 8, the 

multiple correlation with compll.i ce was significant. 

Conclusion of Experiment II 

In conclusion, this experiment, like the previous one is not very 

encouraging from an attitudinal point of view. Although some evidence was 

obtained which indicated that the establishment of differential beliefs, 

attitudes, and behavior 1 intentions did have some influence on behavior 

(i.e., the subjects did obey the positive confederate r.igruficantly more 

than the negative confederate), this influence seemed to be one of 'kind" 

rather than degree (i.e., although the subjects did comply with the positive 

confederate more than with the negative confederate, their pre-test beliefs, 

attitudes, and behavioral intentions toward the confederate were not 
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correlated with their behaviors). 

Generally epeekinq, timn,  the result* of the first two experiment« 

indicate that knowled9e of a person*« ttltudes to«ard aoee object does not 

ullow one to predict the way the person will behave with recnect to that 

object. These findings are clearly problematic. In contrast to previous 

studies that failed to obtain a sicjnifirant attitude-tehavior relationship, 

the present experiments cennot be criticised on the grounds that the, 

failed to aeasure Attitüden toward arprorriate objects (i.e., that they 

■easured attitudes toward the class in which the attitude object is « eseber 

rather than towerd the attitude object £or se), or on the grounds that they 

did not take beliefs and beheviorel intentions into account. Both 

experiments i-rovided strong support for the convergent and discriminant 

validities of the measures of beliefs, attitudes and behavioral intentions. 

Despite the relative independence of these variables, their simultaneous 

consideration did not improve behavioral prediction. 

While there w.r. no evidence that the subjects behaved in accordance 

with their beliefs, attitudes, or behavioral intentions we did find some 

indication th t they tended to bring these attitudinal-type variables into 

line with their experiences in the group-task situation. That is, the sub- 

jects changed their rstings of the confederates in a manner that reflected 

their perceptioiut of the cor-plisnce by the cor federates and/or the subjects 

OMI comnliaice with the confederates. Thus, while beliefs, attitudes, and 

behavioral intentions had, at best, only a gross effect on behavior, the 

subject's OM% behavior aid her perceptions of the confederates' behaviors 

seemed to significantly and systematically influence her attitudinal 

ratings. 

Finally, the third proposed explanation of the lack of attitudinal- 



43 

tttidvlortl i<»l.itlai.:.hl{ (I.e., Voot's  b«h«vlor thaor*.- «xplanatian) was also 

not eut.tur.'latad. Ther* wan little evidence to suprort the notion that 

subject« benaved nore favorably toward the pernon they perceived as aor» 

relntordnq, and as was shOMi In L..rorir«nt II, differential relnforcenant 

did not sijrüflcantly Influence ar. Individual's behaviors. FVitther« In 

*ltr«r experlMH.t did the evidence Indicate that rcinforveme- i served to 

noderate the ^ttltude-te^w»vlor relationship In any systenatlc fashion. 

Kt  this ix>lntt tiien, we «re left with the rather unhappy conclusion 

that It *ay not be possible to predict behavior fron attltudlnal variables, 

or %t  least not iron the kindn of attltudlnal variables that we have 

tradltlotutlly neosurcd. Indeed, psychologists have been investigating the 

attitude-behavior relationship for nore than 75 years with practically no 

success. In general, this lack of success has been attributed to our 

attltudlnal Measures (e.qu, the" are not appropriate, tliey are not complete). 

Yet at the s.*» tine, we have COP«  to view lehivlor as a highly complex 

; vemrenor. with rra..'. deterrdna ts. for example, many investigators have 

rwcoairod the i»;ort<wvce of situatlor^l, r«r«,itive, personality aid "other" 

•.fpes of variables as uetemli anU of behavior. Yet most attltudlnal 

studier-, or theoretical treatments of attitude, have rvot de ilt with these 

factors explicitly. Indeed, tliese other variables have usuell/ been viewed 

a* sotifeee of "error* variance. That Is, moat Investigations of attitude 

(like our owr first two experiments) have generally started out with the 

assumption or "ypothrsi« that some particular behavior of an individual with 

respect to some ot )ect Is a direct function of his attitude toward the 

obioct wd other factors are viewed in noise in the system. Clearly, If 

hev.vloril prediction is to he posr.lble, this larger constellation of 

behavior*! determinants will have to be taker into account. The remainder 
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of thl« nooograph is concerned with the presentotlon *;d the test of a 

theorv that attempts to integrate these other determinants into a coherent 

framework. 

A New Approach to the Attitude-Behavior Relationship 

The theory to le presen*.ed can best be seen as on extension of Dulany's 

(1967) theor,  of prepositional control to social behavior.    Although 

Dulciy*« theory has largely been developed within the context of .studies of 

verbal conditioning and concept attainment, it is essentially a theor.   that 

leads to the prediction of overt behavior,    tiore specifically, Dulany has 

been concerned with predicting the probability with which an individu. 1 will 

make a particular verbal response or class of verbal responses.    The central 

equation of the theory can be expressed as follows: 

BUI - ((RHd)  (lSv)J wo ♦ ((BH)   (Mc) J Wj 

where:    B   ■ behavior; 
BZ > the subject's intention to make ■ prurtictilar response or 

class of responses; 
RHd ■ a "hypothesis of the distribution of reinforcement," i.e., 

the subject's hypothesis that the occurrence of the parti- 
cular response will lead to a certain event or class of 
events; 

RSv « the affective value of the reinforcement, i.e.,  the 
subject's evaluations of those events; 

BH    ■ the subject's "behavioral hypothesis," i.e., his belief as to 
what h* is expected to do, or what he should do in the 
situation; 

Mc    • the subject's "motivation to comply," i.e., how wich the 
subject wants to do what he believes is expected of him; and 

w    and w    • impirical weights which ma«- t-^ke any value. 

Two additional points about the theory should be mentioned: 

(I) According to the theory, behavioral intention is the inmediate 

antecedent of overt behavior.    Unlike the general tvpes of behavioral 

intentions that we used in our first two studies end that most attitude 

researchers (e.g., Triondis, 1964; Triandis et aK,  1967) have been 
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concerned with (e.g., intentions to marry, to show social distance, to 

subordinate, to accept as a friend), Dulany has introduced a more precise 

and specific type of behavioral intention—namely, an individual's 

Intention to nerform a given action in a given situation. That is, the 

intention refers directly to the particular overt response one wishes to 

predict. Because of this close correspondence between the measure of 

the behavioral intention and the actual behavior, their correlation should 

be almost perfect. Thus, if one can predict the specific behavioral 

intention, one may, with only slightly attenuated accuracy, predict overt 

behavior. It must be emphasized, however, that these near perfect 

correlations between behavioral intentions and behavior are only obtained, 

and are only expected, when one considers an individual's intention to 

perform a specific act in a specific situation. The more abstract or 

generalized the intention becomes, the lower will be its correlation with 

a specific behavior. Some additional factors influencing the behavioral 

intention-behavior correlation will be discussed below. 

(2) As can be seen above, the algebraic expression of the theory takes 

the form of a linear multiple regression equation. That is, ((RHD) (RSv)] 

is viewed as one component Influencing behavioral Intentions and ((BH) (Mc)] 

is seen as a second component. The precise weights to be given these two 

components as determinants of behavioral intentions within a given situation 

must be determined by standard multiple regression procedures. 

In a recent paper, Pishbein (1967) has extended this theory to social 

behavior. More specifically, according to Pishbein, an individual's 

intention to perform a specific act, with respect to a given stimulus 

object, in a given situation, is a function of: 

I 
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(la). EL—his beliefs about the consequences of performing a 
particular behavior (In a given situation), I.e., the 
probability or Improbability that the performance of 
behavior x will lead to some coasequences y.; 

(lb), a—the evaluative aspect of B , I.e., the subject's evaluation 
— of y^ 

(2a). NB—a normative belief, I.e., the subject's belief about what 
"others" expect him to do or say he should do in this situation; 

(2b). Mc—his motivation to comply with the norm, i.e., his desire, 
or lack of desire, to do what "others" think he should do. 

Thus, in Fishbein's adaptation of Dulany's theory, RHd (the hypothesis 

of the distribution of a reinforcer) is conceptualized as being analogous 

to an individual's beliefs about the consequences of performing a specific 

behavior, and RSv (the affective value of the reinforcer) is conceptualized 

as being equivalent to the evaluative aspects of those beliefs. It is 

interesting to note that this conceptualization redefines the first com- 

ponent of Dulany's theory [(RHd) (RSv)] as a measure of attitude. That Is, 

as was pointed out earlier (see p. 2) the work of Rosenberg (1956, 1965), 

Zajonc (1954), Flshbein (1963, 1965b, 1967a, 1967b), and others has 

provided strong evidence that an individual's attitude toward any object can 

be predicted from a knowledge of the individual's beliefs about the 

object and the evaluative aspects of those beliefs. 

It must be emphasized, however, that the attitude under consideration 

in the present theory is an attitude toward performing a given behavioral act, 

and is not an attitude toward a given object, person, or situation. The 

algebraic formula presented on page 2 leads to the hypothesis that an 

individual's attitude toward any object is a function of the individual's 

beliefs about that object. In the present analysis, we are concerned with 

an individual's beliefs about the performance of a given behavioral act, 

and thus the attitude being assessed is the individual's attitude toward 
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the performance of that act. More specifically, from the point of view of 

Dulany's theory, we should be assessing the individual's beliefs about what 

will happen if he performs behavior X with respect to stimulus Y in 

situation Z, and the evaluative aspects of those beliefs, i.e., we should 

be assessing the individuals attitude toward the performance of a given 

act, with respect to a given stimulus object, in a given situation. 

Although these beliefs may vary considerably as a function of the stimulus 

object (e.g., the person) toward which the act is directed and the 

situation in which the act is to occur (e.g., in public or in private), these 

beliefs are still beliefs about the performance of the act, and not 

beliefs about the stimulus object or the situation. 

Turning to the second component of Dulany's theory ((BH) (Mc)], it 

can be seen that BH (the behavioral hypothesis) has been conceptualized as 

a normative belief, i.e., a belief about what others expect or say should 

be done in the situation. Of course, the potential reference groups or 

individuals whose expectations are perceived to be relevant will vary with 

the behavioral situation. Thus, while in some instances the expectations 

of a person's friends or family may be most relevant, in others it may be 

the expectations of his supervisors or even the society at large which are 

most influential. 

The final element in the equation (Mc—«an individual's motivation to 

comply) is self-explanatory. Here we are concerned with the degree to which 

the individual "wants" to comply with the norm. Clearly, if two or more 

norms are considered (i.e., if the expectation of more than one "other is 

considered), it will be necessary to measure the Individual's motivation to 

comply with each of them. 

Returning to the central hypothesis, it can be seen that in its adapted 
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form, the theory essentially leads to the prediction that an individual^ 

intention to perform any behavior (end his actual performance of the 

behavior) is a function of (1) his attitude toward performing the behavior 

(A-act), and  (2) the norms governing the behavior in that situation  (MB) 

weighted by his motivation to comply with those norms (Mc).    Algebraically, 

this can be expressed as fallows: 

B = BI - [A^ict] w    + [(NB)   (Mc)] w. 
o i 

Thus the present approach suggests a radical change in investigating 

and understanding the attitude-behavior relationship. Instead of assuming 

some underlying relationship between an individual's attitude toward a 

given object and his behavior with respect to the object, the proposed 

theory recognizes the importance of situational variables, norms, and 

motivation, as factors influencing behavior. Rather than viewing attitude 

toward a stimulus object as a major determinant of behavior with respect to 

that object, the theory identifies three kinds of variables that function 

as the basic determinants of behavioral intentions (and thus behavior): 

(1) attitudes toward the behavior; (2) normative beliefs; and (3) motivation 

to comply with the norms. 

Thus, it can be seen that, according to the theory, there are tv/o major 

factors influencing behavior: first, there is a personal or attitudinal 

influence; and second, there is a social or normative influence. However, 

it must again be emphasized that the attitudinal component is very different 

from traditional considerations of attitude since we are here concerned 

with an attitude toward performing a specific behavior in a given situation, 

rather than with an attitude toward a person, object, value, or institution. 

The relative weights put on these two components are empirically 

determined. That is, we expect that the relative importance of the two 
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components will systematically vary across types of behavior and across 

different individuals. More specifically, it seems quite reasonable to 

assume that cert-iln types of behavior will be more under the influence of 

attitudinal considerations than normative ones, while the opposite should be 

true of other types of behaviors. Similarly, we would expect some types of 

people to be more under the influence of normative considerations than others. 

Although the theory suggests that other variables can also influence 

behavior, it indicates that these "external" variables operate indirectly, 

i.e., by influencing either of the two components or their relative weights. 

Thus, situational variables, personality characteristics or traditional 

attitudinal variables should influence behavioral intentions, and hence 

behavior if, and only if, they affect either A-act, the attitude toward the 

particular act, NB (Mc), the normative beliefs concerning the act multiplied 

by the motivation to comply, or the relative weights of these components. 

However, even when some external variable is found to be correlated with 

one of the two components, it would still be unrelated to behavior if that 

component carried little or no weight in the determination of behavioral 

intentions and thus behavior per se. 

With regard to the attitudinal measures toward a given person which 

were of most importance in the present series of studies, it should be 

fairly clear that there is no necessary relation between these measures and 

any of the variables in the model. For example, while it is true that in 

some situations the consequences of communicating to or complying with a 

liked person may be very different from the consequences of performing the 

same behaviors vis a vis a disliked person, it is equally true that in other 

situations these behaviors will lead to the same consequences irrespective -of 

who the stimulus person is. In the former case, some correlation between 
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our traditional measure of attitude and behavior might be obtained, while 

this is quite unlikely in the latter case. A similar argument can be made 

for the second component. Clearly, there are some situations in which the 

expectations for communicative and compliance behaviors would be very 

different toward a liked person than toward a disliked one, yet in other 

situations one is expected to behave the same v/ay irrespective of his 

affective feeling toward the person. Once again, some attltudinal-behavioral 

relationship might be obtained in the former case, but it is quite unlikely 

in the latter case. 

Along these same lines, it can be seen that variations in the situation 

may also influence one or more of the primary determinants of behavior. 

Clearly, an Individual may have quite different beliefs about the con- 

sequences of communicative or compliance behaviors if, for Instance, the 

interdependence of the subjects at the triangle board were to be varied. 

Similarly, we would expect that the individual would have different 

normative beliefs for these different situations. Here too, however, it must 

be noted that if the the situatlonal variables that are being considered 

do not influence the individual's attitude toward the act, or his 

normative beliefs, or his motivation to comply with these norms, then, 

according to the theory, they will not influence his behavior. Indeed, 

one of the advantages of the theory is that it provides an explanation for 

a large number of results that may intially appear inconsistent. That is, 

from the point of view presented here, one would expect a considerable 

amount of variation in the relationship between any variable external to 

the model and behavior. 

Clearly then, if this theory is valid, there seems to be little basis 

for continuing the search for attitudinal-behavioral consistency, at least 
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when traditional attitude scores are considered. Thus, let us now turn to 

the question of the validity of the theory. 

EXPERIMENT III 

The purpose of our final experiment was to test the above theory in 

a situation In which a traditional attitude approach had twice failed. 

Using this theory, an attempt was made to predict communicative and com- 

pliance behaviors on the triangle-board task under two different environ- 

mental conditions. Before considering the results, however, it is desirable 

to review the method and procedures of the final experiment since there 

are some Important differences between this experiment and the previous ones« 

Method and Procedure 

One major difference in this final experiment was that confederates 

were not used. Since the previous manipulations of beliefs, attitudes, and 

general behavioral intentions showed relatively little systematic Influence 

on behavior, and since the training and use of confederates is time- 

consuming and costly, three naive subjects were used in each group. In 

addition, we still had a somewhat nagging feeling about the possible 

artificiality of the situation that might have been produced by the con- 

federates' programmed compliance behaviors. Thus, in this experiment, the 

behaviors of all three members was "task-oriented" and "meaningful." 

A second difference is that the subjects in the present experiment 

were males, while female subjects were used in the two previous studies. 

However, a series of pilot studies indicated that there were no significant 

differences between the behaviors of males and females on this task. 

Finally, a new task structure was introduced. It will be recalled 

that, according to the theory, any such situational variable external to the 
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model will influence behavior only if it affects one or both of the model's 

predictors.(i.e., A-act or NB X Mc). We felt that by manipulating the 

interdependence of the group members, we could vary the subject's beliefs 

about the consequences of communicating and complying with the other 

group members v/ithout influencing their beliefs about the expertness of the 

other members or thdir attitudes toward them. 

Specifically, in the first two studies, the spirit levels on the 

triangle board were set up in such a way that each subject had no information 

about the relative position of his own corner, but he did have information 

about the relative positions of the corners of the other two group members. 

In terms of accomplishing the group task then, the subject was equally 

dependent upon the other two members for information about his own 

corner, and he could accomplish the group goal equally well by communicating 

with either group member. Thus, other things being equal, he should believe 

that the consequences of communicating or complying with either group member 

are essentially the same. Following Raven and Shaw (1970) this task 

structure will be referred to as the "bidependent condition." 

By fixing the position of the spirit level such that it is parallel to 

the left side of the board near the subject, the whole situation is 

radically changed. Looking at Figure 2, it can be seen that the subject 

now has information about his own corner (e.g., corner 1) and corner 2, 

but he has no information about the relative position of corner 3. It 

therefore makes little sense for him to communicate to corner 3. However, 

since the person at corner 2 knows nothing about the subject's corner 

while the person at corner 3 does, the subject should believe that complying 

with the latter will lead to better consequences than complying with the 
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Figure 2 

Triangle Board Task - Unidependent Condition 

Spirit Level 
provides info. Correct Messages to 

Comer Position about corners 1 2    3 

(Lower) 
1 High ], 2 Raise  —— 

(Lower) 
2 Middle 2, 3    Raise 

(Raise) 
3 Low 3, 1 Lower      

Note - The "instructions" in parentheses indicate the 
„ "formation provided about each position by its 
owi. spirit level. 
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former. Thus, the subjects should have differential beliefs about the 

consequences of communicating and complying with the two group members and 

hence different attitudes toward these acts. Again following Raven and 

Shaw (1970), this task structure will be referred to as the "unidependent 

condition." It should be recalled that no such differences vis a vis the 

two group members are expected in the bidependent condition. 

In contrast, there is no reason to assume that the subject's attitudes 

toward his two group members or his beliefs about their expertness will 

differ between conditions. Thus, while the two conditions are expected to 

produce marked differences in A-act, NB(Mc), and BI as well as actual 

behavior on the task, we do not expect them to be related to our traditional 

attitudinal measures. However, because of the differences between the present 

experiment and the previous ones, it will be necessary to demonstrate that, 

at least with respect to our traditional measures, the findings in this study 

replicate our earlier ones. 

Generally speaking, the procedure followed in this experiment was 

similar to that used in the earlier studies. One hundred and forty-four 

(144) male undergraduate students participated in 48 three-person groups. 

As mentioned above, no attempt was made to manipulate the beliefs about 

expertness or the attitudes each subject held toward the other two members 

of his group. The subjects were randomly assigned to the three corners of 

the board. Just as in the preceding experiments, one corner was at a high, 

one corner was at a low, and one comer was at an intermediate position. 

With regard to the positions of the spirit levels, the two conditions 

described above were used (i.e., in the bidependent condition the levels were 

set parallel to the opposite side of the triangle board while in the 

unidependent condition the levels were parallel to the left adjacent side of 
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the triangle board). Twenty-four groups were assigned to each condition. 

The groups in both conditions were given exactly the same instructions. 

The operation of the triangle board, of the spirit levels, and the tatk were 

explained; each group was given 10 test trials in order to get used to the 

procedure and the group members had an opportunity to ask questions. The 

subjects then completed the pre-test questionnaire. 

In the meantime the board was reset to the standard starting position; 

the subjects were then given 20 trials to balance the board. At the 

conclusion of the 20 trials they were asked to complete the post-test 

ouestionnaires. The subjects were told to complete the questionnaires as 

carefully as possible but not to spend much time on any one question. The 

instructions for the post-test questionnaires required the'subjects to imagine 

that they had to do the experiment all over again. Having had moire experi- 

ence on the task, what would be their present opinions. 

The pre-test questionnaire. The questionnaire administered immediately 

after the 10 practice trials included the following measures taken with 

respect to each of the subject's other two group members. (The person 

sitting on the subject's left will be referred to as Member 1 and the person 

sitting on his right will be called Member 2.) 

1. Traditional Attitudinal Measures 

a. A—The subject's attitude toward the other members was assessed 

exactly as in Experiments I and II, except that the semantic 

differential-type scales had 7 rather than 8 intervals. The 

potential range of A is thus 5 to 35. 

b. BE—Belief about expertnesu. A single semantic differential scale 

scored from 1 to 7 was used to measure the subject's beliefs about the 

expertness of Members 1 and 2. More specifically, the subject was 
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asked to indicate "How competent do you think Member is on the 

triangle board task?" on a seven-point scale ranging from "very 

competent" to "very incompetent." 

2. Measures Required by the New Appraoch 

a. A-act--The subject's attitude toward communicating and complying with 

each of his coworkers. The sum of four, seven-place semantic 

differential-type scales (i.e., good-bad; foolish-wise; harmful- 

beneficial; and rewarding-punishing), scored from 1 to 7 served as 

an index of A-act. More specifically, the subject was asked to rate 

the following concepts on these scales. 

(1) "Sending instructions to Member   is"; and 

(2) "Following the instructions of Member   is". 

The potential range of the A-act scores was thus 4 to 28. 

b. NB. and Mc . The subject's perceptions of Member 1's expectations 

about the subject's communicative and compliance behaviors, and the 

subject's motivation to comply with these expectations. The measures 

of normative beliefs were taken on 7-place "probable-improbable" 

scales. Specifically, the subject was asked to indicate how probable 

it was that Member 1 (i.e., the member on his left) expected him to 

(1) send instructions to (a) Member 2 (i.e., the member on his right) 

and (b) himself (i.e.. Member 1); and (2) follow the instructions of 

(a) Member 2 and (b) himself. After each set of questions (i.e., the 

two about sending instructions and the two about following instruc- 

tions), the subject was asked to indicate how much he wanted to do 

what Member 1 expected him to do, by checking a 7-place scale ranging 

from "want very much to" to "want very much not to." 

c. NB and Mc . The subject's perceptions of Member 2's expectations 

with regard to the subject's communicative and compliance behaviors 
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and the subject's motivation to comply with these expectations. 

The measures taken were equivalent to those of NB. and Mc. but were 

now concerned with the second member's expectations. 

d. NB and Mc . The subject's perception of the experimenter's 

expectations with regard to the subject's communicative and 

compliance behaviors and the subject's motivation to comply with 

the experimenter. The measures were again equivalent to MB. and 

Mc , this time with respect to the experimenter. 

e. BI. Behavioral Intentions with regard to the communicative and 

compliance behaviors. The subject specified the number of messages 

he intended to send to each of the other group members and the number 

of times he intended to comply with each in a block of 10 trials. 

3. Additional Measures 

a. U-act. A belief about the utility of an act. This measure provides 

an estimate of the subject's attitudes toward communicating and 

complying with each of his co-workers based on his beliefs that 

performing these acts will lead to good or bad consequences. 

Specifically, the subject indicated the degree to which he believed 

that giving instructions to each member and following the instruc- 

tions of each member "will lead to" or "will hinder getting the 

board balanced," by checking a 7-point scale. 

b. B-turning. A measure was taken of the subject's beliefs as to how 

he should manipulate his handle. The subjects were asked to be 

specific, indicating the number of times they thought they should 

turn their handle to the left, to the right, or hold it. The 

importance of this measure will shortly become apparent. 
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The post-test questionnaire. The questionnaire administered immediately 

after the 20 trials of the experiment included exactly the same measures as 

the pre-test questionnaire. In addition, and consistent with our earlier 

studies, each subject was also asked to indicate the number of times he sent 

messages to and received messages from each of the other group members 

(perceived number of messages sent by self and by others) and the number of 

times each of the other members complied with his messages (perceived amount 

of compliance by others). 

C. Some derived scores 

a. i  NB(Mc). Separate products of NB and Kc were computed for each 

coworker and for the experimenter, i.e., NB.Wc.), MB2(Mc2) and 

NB_(MC-}. and those products were summed. 

b. Perceived % cotapliance by the other members. The subjects perception 

of the number of times that Member 1 complied with him divided by 

his perception of the number of messages he sent to Member 1. A 

corresponding ratio was computed with respect to Member 2. 

c. Index of Incompatibility (II). The discrepancy between the 

instructions the subject received from each of his two members and 

his own belief as to how the handle should be turned (D-turning), 

A score was first computed for Instructions, giving a weight of +1 

to an Instruction asking the subject to turn his handle to the right, 

0 for "hold," and -1 for "left." The same weights were applied to 

thf  bject's B-tumlng, The absolute difference between the resulting 

scores was taken as an Index of Incompatibility. Separate indices 

were constructed for the pre-test (II ) and the post-test (II.). 

For example, if a subject received 17 instructions from his 

right member, 4 asking him to turn his handle to the left, 3 to hold 



it, and 10 to turn it to the right, the score for instructions was 

+6. If his B-turning was that he should turn his handle to the left 

on all 20 trials, the subject received a score of -20 for B-tuming. 

The incompatibility score for this subject with respect to the 

instructions which he received from his right member was the 

absolute difference; i.e., 26. These measures were obtained only 

for the last 24 groups, 12 in each situational condition; that is, 

for a total of 78 subjects. 

Task behavior (B), As in our previous studies, the two main dependent 

variables were the number of messages the subject sent to each group member 

and the number of times he complied with the instructions of each of his 

coworkers. 

Results 

The Traditional Approach 

As was mentioned above, the various changes introduced in the third 

experiment make it necessary to first investigate the degree to which a 

traditional attitudinal approach can lead to behavioral prediction. Since 

both previous experiments indicated a high correlation between attitude and 

the general measure of behavioral intentions, and since measures of specific 

behavioral intentions were required for the new approach, only the traditional 

measures nf attitudes (A) and beliefs about expertness (BE) were obtained 

in the present study. Consistent with previous reports of results, the , 

discussion will be presented in four sections. | 

A. A check on the experimental manipulations 

Since no attempt was made in the present study to manipulate the subject's 

beliefs about, or attitude toward, his coworkers, we would expert to find no 
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differences in his ratings of them in either of the two experimental con- 

ditions of interdependence. Support for this expectation may be found in 

Tcible 9 where the mean attitude and expertness ratings of each coworker are 

given for sach condition. These scores were submitted to two-way analyses of 

variance in which "Condition" was the first main effect and "Member" was 

treated as thoi second, repeated measures, factor. It can be seen that no 

significant differences or interactions were found. 

Table 10 presents the intercorrelations of attitudes and beliefs with 

respect to each group member, for both the pretest and the posttest. The 

table has again been set up as a multitrait-multimethod matrix (Campbell & 

Fiske, 1959) and it ahows that in the present experiment, where no attempt 

was made to manipulate the subject's beliefs or attitudes, these two variables 

were more highly intercorrelated than in the two previous studies, particularly 

on the posttest. While the two measures showed a good deal of convergent 

validity, it is worth noting that the measure of belief again had con- 

siderably more discriminant validity than had the measure of attitude. Thus, 

we might still expect, that some increment in behavioral prediction could be 

obtained by simultaneously considering both traditional attitudinal variables. 

Since confederates were noc used in the present experiment, we had no 

control over either the message sending or compliance behaviors of t>>e 

subject's two coworkers. However, the two experimental task structures were 

expected to systematically influence their behaviors. 

Specifically, while we expected no differences in the coworkers* 

message-sending or compliance behavior in the bidopendent condition, we did 

expect major differences in the unidependent condition. Because of the 

positioning of the spirit levels in the unidependent condition we expected 

Member 2 (the coworker on the subject's right) to send more messages to the 
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Table 9 

Group Means of Subject's Attitudes Toward iA) and 

Beliefs About the Expertness (BE) of the 

Two Members and Analyses of Variance Results 

Experiment III 

Group Means Analyses of Vc.riance 
Bidependent Condition Unidependent Condition     F     P       F 
Member 1  Member 2    Member 1  Member 2   Condition Member Interaction 

A   26.14 

BE   5.19 

25,57 

5.14 

26.25 

5.70 

26.01 

5.25 

.572  3.854   1.321 

.596   .038   1.387 

Note - The F values are based on two-way analyses of variance with 
"Condition" as a between-subjects factor and "Member" treated 
as a repeated measures factor; df - 1 and 142. 
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Table 10 

Pre- and Post-Test Intercorrelations of Subjects' Attitudes (A) 

and Beliefs (BE) Regarding Members 1 and 2 

Experiment III 

Pre-Test Post-Test 
A BE A BE 

Member 1 Member 2 Member 1 Member 2 Member 1 Member 2 Member 1 Member 2 

P Member 1   — 
R A 
E Member 2   .72 

T 
E Member 1   .40    .17 
S BE 
T Member 2   .29    .55    .39 

P Member 1   .59     .46     .44     .36 
0 A 
S Member 2   .55     .64     .34     .54     .65 
T 

T Member 1   .22     .17     .46     .31     .57     .32 
E BE 
S Member 2   .13    .34    .26    .53    .24    .61    .33 
T 

Note - N - 144 

r.05 " •" 

r.oi " •" 
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subject than Member 1, while Member 1 should comply with the subject more than 

Member 2. 

The results presented in Table 11 confirm these expectations. Looking at 

the cclurans of actual behavior, it can be seen that in the bidepeiident condition 

there were only slight differences between the communicative and compliance 

behaviors of the subject's two coworkers. The "Member" factor in an analysis of 

variance showed these differences to be non-significant. In the unidependent 

condition, however, the behaviors of the two coworkers differed as predicted; 

13 
Member 2 sent significantly more messages to the subject that did Member 1, 

while Member 1 complied more with the subject than did Member 2. 

Table 11 also shows that the subjects were not very far off in their 

perceptions of the behaviors of the two coworkers, although the analysis of 

variance indicated that in the bidependent condition these differences were 

statistically significant. That is, consistent with our previous findings, the 

subjects in this condition overestimated the compliance behaviors of both their 

coworkers. 

In general, it can be sean that, within limits, the use of three subjects 

instead of a single subject and two confederates, did not greatly affect the 

nature of the task in our standard bidependent condition. A subject's beliefs 

about and attitudes toward his two coworkers were essentially equivalent 

(Table 9} and the two coworkers behaved in a similar fashion toward the subject 

(Table 11). They each sent the same number of messages to the subject and each 

tended to comply with approximately 75% of the subject's instructions. Further, 

the subject's perceptions of the behaviors of his coworkers were quite veridical. 

A subject's beliefs about and attitudes toward his two coworkers were 

also very similar in the unidependent condition (Table 9), AS expected, however, 

here the subjects received significantly more messages from Member 2 (their 
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Table 11 

Group Means of the Actual (A) and Perceived (P) 

Behavior of the Two Members and Analyses of Variance Results 

Experiment III 

GROUP MEANS 
Behavior of Behavior of      Analysis of Variance 

Bidependent    Member 1 Member 2       P     F       P 
Condition  Actual Perceived Actual Perceived  Member A vs P  Interaction 

No. of messages 
S received   9i-883  8.861 10.194  8.764 

No. of compliances 
by members   8.097  8.806 7.722  8.681 

% compliance by 
members     77.411 85.212 72.066 84.245 

Unidependent 
Condition 

No. of messages 
S. received   2.319  2.833   17.667 16.444   382.347^ 2.897     8.153« 

No of compliances 
by members   12.389 12.542   1.722 . 1.833   195.941«  .160      .003 

% compliance by 
members     70.495 70.022   31.448 29.113    61.658*  .275      .146 

Note - The F values are based on two-way analyses of variance where both 
factors were treated as within-subjects factors since they 
represented repeated measures on the same subjects; df - 1 and 142. 

p <.01 

.020 18.094* .341 

.073 11.980* .188 

.846 14.671* .856 
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right partner) than from Member 1, and they were obeyed more by Member 1 

(their left partner) than by Member 2 (Table 11). Hera, too, the subject's 

perceptions of his partners' behaviors tended to be quite veridical. 

Thus from a traditional attitudinal point of view, we would *»::pect the 

subject's behavior in the two conditions to be quite similar. That is, since 

the subject's attitudes toward his two coworkers were almost equivalent in 

both conditions, these attitudes should lead to similar behaviors in both 

conditions. From a reinforcement point of view, however, we would expect 

very different behaviors in the two conditions. While the subject should be 

equally likely to send his messages to (or to comply with) either coworker 

in the bidependent condition (they both reinforced him equally) he should 

be much more likely to send his messages to Member 1 In the unidependent 

condition. Similarly, it might also be expected that he would comply more 

with Member 1 in this condition. 

B. The effect of the experimental manipulations on the s'Jbject's behavior. 

As In our previous two studies, various analyses were performed to 

check whether the subjects behaved differently toward Members 1 and 2, and to 

determine the effect of the situatlonal variation on the subject's behavior. 

Table 12 presents the mean number of messages the subject sent to each of his 

coworkers and the mean number of times he complied with the requests of his 

coworkers in each condition. Two-way anailyses of variance were performed on 

these variables; the two main effects were "Condition" and "Member," The 

"Member" factor was a "within subjects" factor since it represented repeated 

measures on the same subjects. The results of these analyses are also given 

In Table 12. 

The main reason for including cwo situatlonal conditions in the present 

experiment was the expectation that these conditions would produce different 
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Table 12 

Group Means of Subject's Behavior Toward the Two 

Members and Analyses of Variance Results 

Experiment III 

GROUP MEANS ANALYSES OF VARIANCE 
Bidependent Unidependent 

Subject's Condition .     v'.'.tv Condition F F F 
Behavior Member 1 Member 2   Member 1 Member 2   Condition Member      Interaction 

Kurier of 
messages sent  10.208   9.792  17.601    2.318    .000  129.251* 116.131» 

Number of 
Compliances     7.736   8.111   1.736   12.361   2.011   74.698«  70.458» 

Note - The P values are based on two-way analyses of variance with "Condition" 
as a between-subjects factor and "Member" treated as a repeated 
measures factor; df = 1 and 142. 

p <.01 
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behaviors without affecting traditional attitudinal measures toward the 

confederates. Table 9 presented results showing no significant differences 

between conditions in either attitudes or beliefs. Table 12 presents results 

in support of our expectations based on the different patterns of inter- 

dependence. In the unidependent condition, the subjects sent more 

messages to Member 1 and complied more with Member 2, These differences were 

significantly greater than those that could be observed in the bldependent 

condition as witnessed by the significant Condition by Member interactions. 

It can further be predicted that the significant Member effects in 

Table 12 are attributable to the unidependent condition while there is little 

or no difference between members in the bldependent condition. Post-hoc 

comparisons (cf. Hays, 1963; Ch. 14) were used to test the significance of 

the dil'erences between members in each of the two conditions. The results 

of these analyses fully supported the hypothesis. In the bldependent 

condition, the differences between the means for Members 1 and 2 were not 

significant for either of the behavioral measures. In the unidependent 

condition, however, both comparisons were significant beyond the .01 level. 

We can thus confidently conclude that the two conditions created by 

the variations in the positioning of the spirit levels on the triangle 

board had strong differential impacts on the subject's behaviors in these 

conditions. In contrast, as we saw above (Table 9), there were no 

significant differences in the subject's attitudinal ratings of his coworkers 

under the two conditions. Thus, these traditional attitudinal-type measures 

cannot account for the strong behavioral differences that were observed. 

It should be recalled that different behaviors under the two conditions 

would be expected on the basis of a reinforcement hypothesis. The obtained 

results, however, did not conform to these expectations. Specifically, in 
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the unidependent condition (where Member 1 was more reinforcing than Member 

2) the subjects complied less with Member 1 than with Member 2. A reinforce- 

ment hypothesis would predict more compliance with Member 1. 

C. The correlational prediction of behavior from beliefs and attitudes 

Table 13 presents the correlations between the differences in the pre- 

test beliefs and attitudes with respect to Members 1 and 2, and the differences 

in the subject's communicative and compliance behaviors toward these two 

coworkers. Since the correlations obtained in the two conditions were very 

similar, the data were pooled for the computation of the correlations in 

Table 13. Similar to findings in the first two experiments, the subject's 

behaviors showed only minimal relations with his beliefs about and attitudes 

toward his two coworkers, although one correlation did reach statistical 

significance. Also consistent with previous findings, multiple correlations 

did not improve the prediction of behavior. 

Correlations between the subject's own behaviors and the actual and 

perceived compliance (i.e., social reinforcements) by his two coworkers were 

also computed over the total sample of 144 subjects. Once again, difference 

scores were used. In contrast to earlier findings, ehe subject's communi- 

cative behavior was positively related to the actual (r ■ .53, p <.01} and 

perceived (r = .61, p <.0l) percent compliance (I.e., reinforcement) by his 

coworkers. His own compliance behavior, however, was negatively correlated 

with the amount of reinforcement he received (r ■ -.20, p <.05 and -.31, p <.01 

for actual and perceived compliance, respectively). 

Thus, some evidence for a reinforcement-behavior relationship was found 

in the present study although this relationship w<is inconsistent. Social 

reinforcei.ant (compliance by the coworkers) was found to be positively related 
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Table 13 

Correlations Between Pre-Test Attitudinal 

Measures and Subject's Behaviors > Difference Scores 

Experiment III 

No. of messages sent 

-.02 

.03 

.031 

Attitudinal Measures 

A 

BE 

Multiple R 

No. of compliances 

.19« 

.15 

.192 

p <.05 

Note - N • 144 

A - Attitudes toward the cowockers 

BE - Beliefs about the coworkers* expertness 
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to the subject's communicative behavior but was negatively related to his 

degree of compliance. 

E. The effects of the task on the subject's beliefs and attitudes 

To determine whether the subjects rated their two coworkers differently 

after the task than before, t-tests were performed between the pre-test and 

post-test ratings of each of the two coworkers on the A and BE scales. In 

the bidependent condition the post-test belief and attitude ratings were 

significantly higher than the pre-test ratings for each of the subject's 

two partners (t-. • 1.981 and 2.450, p <.0S for changes in attitudes toward 

Members 1 and 2,  respectively; t_. • 4.442 and 8.819, p< .01 for changes in 

beliefs about the expertness of Members 1 and 2, respectively). Thus, in 

the standard bidependent condition the subjects significantly Increased 

their attitudes toward both partners and believed that both partners were 

more expert after the task.   In the unldependent condition, although 

there also wes a tendency to raise the ratings of the coworkets, these 

changes did not reach statistical slgnlflc&nce. 

In order to is:ess whether the changes In beliefs and attitudes were a 

function of the coworkers* comrUance with the subject, correlations between 

the differences in their actual and perceived percent compliance behavior, 

and changes (from pre-test to poet-test) in the subject's ratings of them 

on the A and BC sceles were computed over the total sample of subjects. (The 

results Ir the two situatlonal conditions were very similar.) 

Consistent with OMT previous findings, the changes in the subjects* 

attitudes «. «J beliefs about their coworkers were significantly related to 

their perceptions of the coworkers' compliance behaviors (i.e., perceived 

reinforcement) on the task. 



For Member 1, the correlations between perceived compliance end changes 

in attitudes and beliefs were .238 and .266 (p <.01)t respectively. Por 

Member 2 these correlations were .169 and .195 (p<.05)t respectively. Only 

one of the four correlations with ectual compliance reached significance. 

Further, there was again limited evidence that these changes were related 

to the subject's own behavior. Correlations wtre computed between changes 

in the subject's beliefs and attitudes with respect to eac». coworker *nd his 

communicative and compliance behaviors toward each. Only on* of the e'.ght 

correlations was significant. The greater the number of times the subject 

complied with Member lt tne more he changed hit attitude toward hijr in a 

positive direction. This finding again provides limited evidence for 

cognitive bolstering. Thus, consistent with the results of our first two 

studies, we found that the attitudlnal changes that took piece were related 

to the coworkers* compliance behaviors and to some extant to the subject's 

own compliance behevior. 

Finally, we examined the degree to which a subject's poet-test ratings 

of his coworkers could be used to postdict his behaviors on the task. In 

Table 14 the differences in the subject's post-test ratings of his partners 

on the A and BC scales are correlated «1th the differences in his behaviors 

toward them. 

Consistent with Experiment XI, relatively low, although significant, 

correletions were found for the subject's compliance behevior and non- 

significant rorrelations were obtained with respect to ci—unicative behavior. 

Again, multiple cerrelationa did little to impew« the predictione. 

Thus, consistent with previous findings, the subject's poet-teet beliefs 

and ettitudoo tended to be better predictors of his oomplisnce behaviors 

Jian his pre-teet beliefs and ettitudee. 
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T«bl« 14 

Corr«l«Uofu, B«twMn l-ost-Test AtUtudlml 

•nd Subject's Benavlors - Dlftorsnc« Score» 

Cxpwriaant 112 

AtUtudiJtel M—ur—        Ho. of «»Mq— —nt No. of compllmne*» 

A .06 .2«» 

K .00 

HultlpU R .056 .265 

p «.01 

Hot« - N -  144 

A • AttitudM tOMtrd tho coMortwrs 

K • Bollofs about th» cowortori* mtpmcttm»» 



Conclutiorui of the Traditional Approach 

TO sxawarixa briefly, a« in Cxporlaonts X «nd 11,  th» traditional 

«ttitudinal approach fallod to prodict behavior in Citporinent 111.    A^ain 

thore was little or no support for m attitude-behavior relationship oven 

-*er. stiHaus-apocific attitudinal aoasurea were takan or Whan the various 

coaponenta of attitude were conaidored aijsultanoously. 

*.i contraat to previous findings, however, the present study soaaed to 

provide soae support for ths behavior thoocv explanation of the lou relation« 

chip »I—1 atUtudea and behavior.    That ia( the sut)ect*s cosnjnicative 

beHavior »ma positively related to the perceivsd percent reinforcesert he 

received fron Kis couorkers.    Howevar, contrary to this eapl«nation, the 

perceived percent reinforcesant «ea neoatively related to his cflBpliarce 

behavior.    THia, ths reinforceeent hypotheses contributed relatively little 

to our underatanding of the attitude-tehavior relationship. 

MKile we were forced to conclude thst there ia little, if any, evidence 

that attitude« deteceine behavior, ths findings again indicated that the 

subject's tart experience« sonewhst influenced his «tUtude« «.id beUef« 

with reapsct to Ms two couortcers.    Indeed, es in the first tue eitperinents, 

it was found thst the md>ject*« stUtudinsl-type retings of his cowotfrs 

changed in eeaningfttl way«.    Mhon a couortcer «as perceived aa coaplying, the 

subjoct fc— eoro favorable toward that coworHer.    SiMlarly, uhon the 

subject coeplisd with e given coworter, he tended to becose nore fsvorsble 

tewerd that coworker, or as Oerard has suggested ha tended to cogniti sely 

u>l-ter or Justify his own behevior.    Indeed, the «ost conaistant finding 

throughout the throe experineni« is thst sid))ects do change their belief«, 

attitude« Mid behevioral intention« toward their oowortors in oosningful 

weys thst reflect their task experience« with theee 
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AH Alfcfftiv Approach to B»haivlor>I Prediction 

Tho «vldanc« proMntod up to this point loads us to concur in the 

conclusion of other social psychologists thst there Is little support for a 

direct reletionship between sttitude and behavior toward the object of the 

attitude.    Indeed, there were very few instances in our experinents where 

even e low reletionship could be deeonstroted.    The rensinder of this paper 

deals with the prediction of cowunlcative and conpliance behaviors on the 

besls of flshbein's extension of IHileny*s theory of propositionsl control. 

It My be recalled that in thic theory an individual's behavioral 

intention (ßl) is cwnsldered to be tr    1—dlate antec^dert of his behavior. 

Thus, in the present experlsent we would expect high correlations between a 

■tf>}ect*s intentions to coeaunlcete and coeply with his partners end the 

behevlors thet were actually observed—provided that an appropriate eeesure 

of behavior«! intentions had been obteined.    further, accwdlng to the 

theory, these behavioral intentions should be a function of two coeponentss 

(1) The Individual's attitude toward perfoming the behavior (A-act) and 

(3) his beliefs about the none governing tN   .ehavlA   (H8> MulUpUed by 

his eouvation to coHply with these noree (Nc). 

Mhile et present flshbein's (IMTs) foreulstion of the theory says 

nothing ebeut the origins of sociel nocwitlvo beliefs or the eotivation to 

coeply with the noms, it does specif;   thet * person's sttitude toward the 

Performance of eny act ia a function of his beliefs about its consequences. 

It will be recoiled that, in the | -«sent study, neesures were t*en of 

such beliefs with regard to coMwicetive aid coeplience behaviors (U-ect). 

It is expected thet A-ect will be correUteo with this eeesure. 

AS «e nenetlve beliefs, it  enwwed re..aonaM« to wssw» Uet the ixlevant 

referent« for the subject eere (1) Ms two partners and (2) the experimenter. 



In the absence of an/ specific theory, we felt that a simple suirmatlon of 

the perceived expectations of these three referents would provide an adequate 

estimate of the normative component. This sum was denoted : £ NB(Mc). 

On the basis of the theory, It is to be expected that behavioral Intentions 

(BI) can be accurately predicted from A-act and iNBCMc) In a multlvl« 

regression equation. 

A number of additional Implications of the theory will presently be 

discussed. Let us now consider some of the results. 

A. Effects of the experimental manipulations on the theory's component« 

We saw earlier that the differential effects of the two task structures 

on behavior could not be explained by differences In traditional attltudlnal- 

type variables nor were they completely accounted for by a social reinforcement 

hypothesis. The observed differences between conditions, however, can easily 

be understood In terms of the present theory. It stands to reason that the 

triangle board «s set Hip would affect the perceived utility of coawunicating 

and complying with the other group members, i.e., would influence the 

attitudes toward these acts with regard to each pertner. Thus, in the 

bldepenoert condition, the subject would be expected to form equelly 

favorable attitvidea toward ccaaunicating and complying with his two partner« 

The set-up in the unidependent condition, however, should leed to the 

perception of more favorable consequences resulting from communiceting with 

Nember 1 (the left meatier) and complying with Nember 2 (the right member) 

due to the differential distribution of information among the group member*. 

Similar considerations may also have influenced the normative component, i.e., 

the perceived expeetetiw of the other members and the experimenter as well 

es the subject's motivation to comply. 

It will be recalled that t*» overt comwnicativa and compliance behaviors 

0 
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were found to conform to the pattern outlined above. That Is, these behaviors 

did not differ significantly between members In the bldependent condition 

but showed the expected differences In the unldependent condition (see 

Table 12, page 60.1). If the present theory Is to account for these 

differences then we would expect Its components to exhibit the same effects 

under the two sltuatlonal conditions. Further, since A-act is considered to 

be close'ty related to U-act, the belief about the act's consequences, we 

would also expect to find similar effects on U-act. Table 15 presents the 

mean U-act, A-act, iNB(Mc) and BI with respect to Member 1 and Member 2 In 

each of the two conditions, measured before the task. The results of two-way 

analyses of variance are also shown In Table 15. The two main effects were 

Condition and Member, the latter treated as a repeated measures factor. 

It can be seen that the Member effects were significant for all 

dependent variables except U-act with respect to compliance. Thus, the 

differences in cownunlcatlve and compliance behaviors found earlier may be 

related to the differences in the model's components. Inspection of the 

group means shows vhat the differences between members in the unldependent 

condition were in the expected directions; also as expected, there were only 

minor differences between menberr in:.the bldependent condition. 

Post- JOC comparisons were computed in order to test the hypothesis that 

the significant Member effects were due to the differences between members 

in the unldependent condition rather than to the differences in the 

bldependent condition. This prediction was fully supported, with respect to 

both communication and compliance, none of the differences between the two 

members in the bldependent condition reached statistical significance. In 

the unldependent condition, the differences between members for A-act and 

C MB (He) were significant beyond the .01 level; for BI it war significant 
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Table 15 

Group Means of Pre-Test U-act, A-act, ENB(Mc) and BI 

and Analyses of Variance Results 

Experiment III 

GROUP MEANS ANALYSES OP VARIANCE 
Didependent      Unidependent 
Condition        Condition        P       P       P 

Component  Member 1 Member 2  Member 1 Member 2 Condition Member  Interaction 

6.404 4.139 53.964»» 54.386** 61.488** 

23.528 16.611 16.342»* 50.006»» 50.815*» 

86.944 46.000 20.259«« 96.910*« 68.039** 

16.069 3.931    0.000 102.251»» 79.814" 

4.889 5.319 9.648"   2.466     .647 

17.417 20.625 6.657« 12.387" 1.859 

70.611 94.083 4.028« 34.025«» 16.479*» 

5.806 6.875 2.451 4.669« 1.801 

Mote • The P values are based on two-way analyses of variance where "Member** was 
treated as a within-subjects factor; df ■ 1 and 142. 

U-act - Belief about the utility of an act 

A-act - Attitude toward an act 

£NB(Mc) a Sum of normative beliefs timer motivation to comply 

BI   ■ Behavioral intention. 

p <.05 

p <.01 

Instructions 
U-act 6.292 6.361 

A-act 22.542 22.569 

ENB(i:c) 83.925 80.014 

31 10.375 9.625 

Compliance 
U-act 5.708 5.847 

A-act 20.056 21.472 

ENB(Mc) 83.167 92.372 

BI 6.806 7.056 
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at the .05 level. U-act was only significantly different vis a vis 

communication between members. 

Thus| as for the behavioral measures (see Table 12, page 60.1), the 

significant Member effects in the model's components could be attributed 

to the unidependent condition while there were no significant differences in 

the bidependent condition. 

B, Correlational prediction of behavioral intentions and actual behavior 

Since the theory of prepositional control did not lead us to expect 

different correlations between its components under the two task structure 

conditions and since no appreciable differences were found, it was decided 

to pool the data of the two conditions for purposes of the correlational 

analyses to be presented in this section. 

Before dealing with the prediction of behavioral intentions (BI) and 

overt behavior (B), the correlations between A-act and U-act in the pre-test 

and the post-test questionnaires were computed. As expected, these correlations 

were high and significant. On the pre-test, the correlations were .64 and 

.68 for instructions and compliance, respectively. The same correlations 

were .81 and .84 on the post-test (p <.01 for all correlations). These 

findings provide some support for the notion that the attitude toward an act 

(A-act) is a function of the beliefs about its consequences and the evalu- 

ation of these consequences. In the analyses to follow, only A-act is used 

as a measure of the attitudinal component. 

1. The prediction of behavioral intentions 

The immediate purpose of the theory of prepositional control is the 

prediction of behavioral intentions. A-act and ENBWc) should provide high 

multiple correlations with BI. Clear support for this prediction can be 

found in Taole 16. There, the correlation coefficients of A-act and iNB(Mc) 
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«ith intentions to send instructions and to comply are given. As in previous 

i»r.älys«»st difference scores between the two members were used. In addition, 

T ile 16 presents the regression coefficients and the multiple correlations 

of A-art and EHB(Mr) on PI. As predicted, the multiple correlations on 

BI for instructions and compliance behaviors were high and significant, 

lending support for t;» cjeneral validity of tho extended version of the 

theory of propositional control, 

2. The prediction of evert behavior from behavioral intentions 

It should be appctrent by now that the capability of the present theory 

to predict overt behavior is a function of the correlation between BI and B. 

Wc have seen above that BI could be predicted with relatively high accuracy 

from A-act and IND(HC). We now need to examine the correlation between BI 

and 0. 

The reader may recoil that a high degree of correspondence between BI 

and u is expected only to the extent that an appropriate measure of BI has 

been obtained. In particular, the behavioral intention has to be specific 

to the behavior under question and be measured as close in time as possible 

to the actual behavior. This second condition is designed to insure that 

BI has not changed between the time of its measurement and the performance 

of the behavior. There is reason to believe, however, that in the course of 

interaction between the three group members, BI may change as the result of 

changes in A«act and ENB(Mc). Thus, the behavioral intention measured in 

the pre-test questionnaire may differ greatly from that existing toward the 

end of the interaction. This, of course, would act to reduce the BI-B 

correlation. 

At least two reasons may be suggested for possible changes in BI as a 

result of interaction. First, at the beginning of the experiment, a person 
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Table 16 

Correlations, Regression Coefficients, and Multiple Correlations 

of the Model's Components (A-acc and tNB(Mc)l on Bit 

Pre-Test - Difference Scores 

Experiment III 

Correlation Coefficients Regression Coefficients  Multiple 
 A-act ENa(Mc) A-ect    tNB(Mc)   Correlations 

Instructions    .599       .666       .295     .478        .704 

Comnliance     .573       .493       .432     .248        .608 

Note - N ■ 144, all correlations and regression coefficients are significant 
(p <.01) 

A-act - Attitude toward an act 

CNB(Mc) ■ Sum of normative beliefs times motivation to comply 

BI - Behavioral intention 



n 
mmf intmn$ to Mrd lictmctUna to« Myt WwiHf 2«    ftut If no lotms that 

tMs ■OHt»!   i«rai» rm to ronply »dtt» hi« ImoUvcUoMt ho is lifeoly to 

ft*i*y hit «tUtod» toM^rtt cannMnlc«ttnQ «dth tnit wuil«r and ho «»Ml tttu« 

«mdlfy his Lohavior«! l^tontiorji «ccArdirMily.    IndMd, it will bo roc«U*d 

that « a&<|niflc«nt eorrolation of .11 MM «btAinad botMMn tmi- to*'-***-** 

(i.o.( coopii««« by • Qiwi p«rt*#rJ «»d i?» ■ufctaet*» —iMÜlW 

tshavlor. 

Sorond, it ftppoMm ro<»soi«t)io tiwit • ■ub)«rtas cooriunro bohcvior, and 

Mhuvtoc«! Intontior», «fill to Influanrad by tb« n«utro of thm instructiono 

bo rocatOM.    Ttmia, • tmr*an oay initially intond to caoply «rtih >iaid>or 1, 

but if in th» courao of intoraction bo learns th«t Utia*  1 tanda to tond 

inatructiona %«üch do not agroa with hia mm parcarUan «a to «rfbat ba abowld 

do» bo Mill bo llkoly to nodify hia aetiv«tion to «toaplv with thia partnM■ 

«nd tbua changt» hi» 01.    It ia for thia roaoen that tha "IneonpatiMUty 

Xndax" (XX) waa «-onputad.    It «411 bo racallad th«t thia indo* incrooaoa with 

tna dagro* of afcuoluto diacropwcv tatwaan tha inatructiona racoivod froo 

a «jivon «jroup oaatior and tho aubjoct'a paraonal bolioft about tbo boat 

COUTM of action,    aa »oild thua a«pact a nagatlvo corralation batwoan 11 

and coi   lianco bahaviori that la, tha higbar tha ineoMpatlbility, tha laaa 

should tha aubjaet conrl, with tha racoiaod inatmctioita. 

Thua, tha porcant roinforcaoant a aub)act rocoivoa should influaneo hi« 

bahavior ovor »r«d abovo tho iniUal pro-toot U with roqard to 

♦Mvior.    Sioilarly, tha pro-toat Xncoapotlbility DndoK (11 j) ahould 

influaneo hit coaplianca bohavior in addition to hia initial coapUanco 

intantiona. 

Thaao coniidaratlona, hauovor, alao inply that tha rolaUva 

of rainforcaaont and incoopatihillty in tha prodiction of bahavior ahould 
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(feclin* sbtiurpli Mhvi ttw post-test fmatvtm of 02 is UMü to pradici B.    TK^t 

i»9 Aft«r the ■ut;«ct« twm n«d •»p«rl«nm in irt*r«cUar( tlw tMr^« tfwy 

-.-v»   '.9.itr4ti aixjwt   ItM coBf»li«<« ©.,   thmir p«rtn*r:  «rid «to-i i.y*  TOäSC  ^cle- 

n«fts of thftlr pftrtnor's InstmctlOi« ttwuid i* r«fl«ctod in tm «•»e-ur«-. of 

bj on th» potk>UMt quMtiomair«.    Adding porcont rolnforvoMr.t to SI for 

ijho rrsdleuoi. of ccrjiMr.icätlv« WKavlor «nd «ddirir XI to ft! for 'Jm prm* 

diction of empW*cm should tm* f%avm tho following «ffwtst    CD Whon tm 

pro>tost W is uaod( th*» Addiuon«! VATIAAIOO rtwuld contrlbut» tignlficsnil/ 

to tho prodicUon of bohovlor but (7) <**m   tt* po*t-t««t M u uood, tnoro 

should h» no olgnlficont contriteitian fron tho •odit.oruti v«rlOblo«. 

T«blo 17 jgmmts roeulto rolovont to thooo consldor«tion*.    Tho first 

coltoot glvos tho oorrolttlono botnoon SI «nd B.    It cr. bo soon first thtt 

oil eorrolotlono woro slgniflcoot.    <ddlo tho corrolrtlons for CB—mUcotlvo 

bohovior MOCO quite high, tho corrolatlons for coMpU«ne« (psrtlculorly uhon 

pro-i*«t aoosuroc toiro uood) M«ro Much louor.    IrAnaa, It should bo notsd 

thot In oil cssos th« poot-tost «oasuroo of »I corrolst*: toro M^Mv ^tn 

D Khan did tho pro-tost oosouroo. 

Ooluon 2 In Toblo 17 prosonts ths corrolstions of psrcont rolnforoooont 

tdth coNsunlcstlvo bohsvior ond tho corroloUons of tho XncoopotlMllty Zndox 

Mith cosf)llsnco.    Ao SMntlonod provlously, II Mas obtolnod only for 78 

eubjocts«   Tho eorrolotlono with 0( ths rogrosslon coofflcionts And tho 

aultlplo corrolAtlans sro oil bdsod on thsss 7fi s^.jscts only. 

Tho pooltlv» corrslstlan bot%«oon porcont roinforcsesnt «fid the nuobor of 

Instructions sont b/ tho subjoct h*fi boon proviously discussed.    Tho pro* 

tost Incaopstlbility Indox {IX.) cortolstod nogstivoly with conplloncc 

bohsvlor, ss oxpoctod.    Looking st tho rogrosslan coofflcionts in Table 17, 

it con bo soon thot our prodictions concorning thoir rolAtivi* woights in tho 
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U tminlorcmmnt, *r4 th* Xncoap«tUllltY Into «ID ■ DlffMranc* SCOTM 

£«f»riM».t III 

CormUaon Co»ttlc\wtt»   ite^rMslon CmiHclmtB     miiir.* 
m       '- fiftiffo(c«M«it BX     % Aünfore«Mnt Carr«UUon« 
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Xnsirvetlani 
 io>t«t—t   .aej* »s^e* .641* .o^ .ees« 

Lf(H*144) IKJi-T») aX(N*7B) XJ(N*78) I«(M«7B) 

QBfit^nJ'**'*      ::7rr!               -«M"              TO«               ..431»                     .4W 
 Poat-t—t    ,5M* -.144 .>60* JH .5»' 

p *.01 

II 



;f«-'.«st vs. pMt>tMt M»r* aupporu*.    t%rcmr%t   miniorcmmnt md U c«rrl«d 

highly «IgnlfiCMtt MKlghts Mhan cwfclswrf Mtth th» pc«-•■•*« MAsunM of HI. 

Ttwlr ««i^ht« droned to nonalgrafleant Mtwn th» post-tMt MMtsur*« of   ■: 

MOT« «w»; lo^Bd. 

futftlly, Tttbl« 17 prMants hi^ily iignittcmt mltiplm eorral«Uona for 

tht pnrtlctior. of ovort tmstvior.    whllo tr«o* «suitml« oerrvlotierui MOT« 

sigr.iflcart «nd Mhllo th«| h«ld for hoth tyfM ti mhtnior, th» prvdlcUon 

of coHrllarvc* bahevior tondod to bo l«o« «unroosfvl than th» p* «diction of 

CP—unlcotlort.    Although th»»» rooult» ar» In »upnort of th» prvoont thoory 

thoy <Jo IndlCAt» th« no»c: for fu< thor InvMUgatlorui of tho roUUonihip 

bahovior«! Intontion« crd owtrt boh»vlor. 

3.   Th» prodictton of ooort bohovior froo A-«ct «nd  r.^iWc) 

In tho proviouo aocUon» It MM »hour, th»t (1) th» nod»l lod to highly 

euccossful predict ions of Initial  (l.o., pr»-t»«t) intontlono to coamnlcat» 

«nd conply, «nd (2) «dill« th» Initial intontion« to coMunicato prodlctod 

actual eo—unicotAvo tohavior roaaonably w»ll  (rM 0 • .690), tho iniUal 

intontion« to cooply Mor» only oodorrtoly rolatod to actual Mopilanco 

bahavior.    Thua, whil« MO would oxpact rolatlvaly good prodlctlona of 

co—unlMtiva bohavior froo tha oodol's cooponant« (i.e., A-act and   CNDtMc)|t 

MO Mould oxpact only aodorata «uccas« in prodlctlng coKpll.mc« bah. vlor, 

HulUpl« corr»l«tion« of /.-act and   ZNB(Hc) on bohavior conflnwd thoao 

axpactationa.   Tho oultipl« corralation« MOT» .619 (p<.01) for inatructlon« 

and .356 (p <.01) for coaplianca. 

C.    EffOCt« of tho ta«lc on tha wodol'« cowponant«. 

It va« arguod aarllar that bahavlor«! intontion« tand to changa as th« 

rocult of intaractlon.    At laaat thraa posaibla sources of chang» in intentions 
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«hiring ihm eoura* of thm group t*ak aiiuoUon c-an bm ld«nti/l«dt 

1) T)w MtwjvKvr of a aubjoct*« eouorfcor« can influanoo hla intontlona. 

that la, MO aav oorlior that tho »u^Jort t«r«sod to cnaiigo hla 

cmmunieatXon Intontlona to roflact tno rolnforcamnt ho rocolvoU 

fro» hla coMM-kore and ha changod hla ooopliwoo Intontlona to 

roflort th«a do^r«« of canr^UhiUtv t»t*mm hla oapoctatlona and 

hla coMorkora* InatnKtlona. 

2) A« a autjact tocowa nor« coayotont on tho tort, thla ahould bo 

rofloctad in hla intantiona; and 

1) Thoro nay ba aono cogrütiv« bolatorlng—l.o., tho aubjact aay try to 

bring hU intontlona "Into lino" tdth hla actual bohovlor. 

It la oaounod that t«ooo chongoa in BZ rofloct changaa In A-act and/or 

r.'JP(MC).   That iaf if bohavloral intonUona aro functlona of attltudlnal 

and normativ« conaidoratlona, than, according to tho thoory, changoo in 

intontlona ahould bo a function of chongoa in A-act and   lND(Nc).    Support 

for thla hypothoala la proaantad in Tablo 18 irtwr« tho corrolaUona botuoon 

changaa In A-act,   ZNB(MC), and BZ aro praaontod.    In addition, Tobla 18 

prooonta tho ragroaalon coofficiotta ot   AA-act and   AtNB(Nc} en   AM aa 

wall aa tho aignificant nultipl« corrolaUona botwaon changaa In tha two 

cooponanta ard changaa In PI.    Thooo date naka it cloar that tha abova 

»entlonad aourcoa of rotanUal changa in ai op«rato through A-act and 

I   NB(NC). 

1.    Changaa in A-act and   IHB(Hc) aa a function of tho group taak 

in tor action ' 

Intontlona to comunlcata and ronpl, nay hav« baon influancad by 

"rttlnforcanont" and "incoapatlblllty" raapactivaly.    Mor« apadfically. It 

wa- arguod that these "intmrvonlng avanta" lad to changaa in tho oodol'a 
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T«bU 18 

CorrwUaora, IKgr—Ion Coa*ficl«nt«, «id Multlpl« Corr«l«tlan« 

Owqm It* t*w Hotel's Camponrntm {  -met and rta(lie)) 

Cxpariflant III 

Corr«l«Uon Co*fflci«nta 

ImtovctiqM 

R»}r««slor   Coefficient«        NulUpU 
•  — r iiCCNc)       Corrolotiono 

1 .255»* .2J?»» .2ll" .186* .JU»» 

2 • K»*« .J4»«» .WJ»« .28^« .410»* 

1 .478*» .299" .436»« .093 .4as«» 

2 .5M»* .J92»» .455" .221«» .i?5»« 

- N • 144 

A-«et • AttltMd* teuord «n act 

tiAOle) • flunj of noraotlv« boUofs tlmm» Motivation to coaply 

A changa in tha favorabla dlractlon 
in tha unfawocabla dlroction waa 

acorad poaitivaly, a changa 
nogativaly. 

•p< .05 

••p *.01 



A-«ctt CMBOle), «nd Mm *ctu«l and p«rc«lv«d Wiaü—i r«c*iv«d by »*• 

•ub)«ct «• Mil «a the —j IfC<w|«tUmity IndM   (IIj «nd IX^).    Can«l«t«it 

with mmpactmtlonB, Vwm "IntanwOnq mmnVr Influanosd A-«ct «nd   r »i»(Hr  . 

Wlnforc—nt MM ftigniflcantly rvUtwi to «ttltudM uwAcd, and nonMtl«» 

twllcfs about, sanding —■■■gai MhlU tfw da^w of tncnanaUbtlity 

influancad atUtudM tOMkrd, «id nonMtiva baliafs a^out conplianca. 

*•   Changaa In Mt A^ctt **   BSfiJEJ ^ * SSSSSS ^ tncfaaaad 

Xncraaaad -»npatflnca aay axpcaaa itaalf in p^a- to poat-taat cn«n^«a of 

Cfw nodal'* ooaponanu, i.a.( of A-act,   I M8(nc)( and U that indicata 

graator conprahansion of tha taak'a roquiraMnta.    Mi Mould «poet that, 

in tha unldapandant condition, poot-toot —ia of thaaa variahlaa uould 

oaflact tha diffarantial uaofulnaaa of coawMüCiUa» and coa^iianco bahaviora 

tha tuo aaofcor« to m ovan stxongar dagraa than tha pro-toot 

That U, in tha unidapandant condition, A-act,   tMOle), and BX 

lot ceaounication ahould ineroaao with rogard to Hwtfar 1 and docraaoo «dth 

rogard to Waotiar 3.    Sioilarly, for coopiianoa bahavlor thaaa variahloa ahould 

dacraaaa toward Matar 1 and incraaaa toward nmttr 2,    Iftuo, in tha 

unidopondont condition, tha dlffarancaa fcottiaan waiOira ahould bo groatar on 

tha poot-toat than on tha pra-toot.   Thora ia, howfMr, no raaaon to 

any groat changaa in tha bidapandant condition.    If anything, tha 

tha two ovfears night fcacooa aora naarly oguivalont, i.o., tha diffarancaa 

batwaan oaabors ahould ba —Ml en tha poat-toat than on tha pra-toot. 

T-toata conparlng pra- and poat-toat dll 

on A-act,   N8(nc)( «id BX daoonatrata oonaidarabla aupport for 
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CorrvlaUons JfetMMn Oi«ngi*s In ihm Hotel** Oe^enants {A-actv 

NB(nc)| «md "Intcrvaning evantn*' («cfcunl   tnd p«rcelv«d 

nlrforemmt by »-ieri^r«, I^coM^UUlllty Inctox (JI)| 

y*c4*r l Mwtor 2 

% f-«i .foi'-e-    « J<el* forcp-      '. % Rtlnforc«-    S .'telnforr*- 
■Mutt ActiMl   aant ttercelv«d      11        nanti Actual    ••«.tir»rcpiv«d /XU 
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DK-.^frucnoiU 

A.\-«et .«?•• •DOS -.0)1 .301»» .331«« -.174 

AitaCNc) -.ois -.016 -.109 .147 .2W -.011 

OOfftlAHCS 

4A-«et ..OM -.1S3 -.436»» -.04C -.226»* -.289" 

ammc) .073 -.078 -.?»• -.104 -.K!) .0S2 

Not« - A ehcngo in tha r««o*"blo diroetlon WM acorod poaitlvaly, a Charta 
In tho unf«vor«bl* dl; action M«a ecorad r«*q«tlwaly. 
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hypotheses. In the bidependent condition, with one exception, f« differences 

betweer. the nenLerr decreased on the post-test altho'igh none of thes.e changes 

re'TChed statistical significance. Except for n-act towdrd compliance (where 

the difference decreased non-cignificantly—t71 « .629) the differences 

t^etwee;» nenhers in the unldependeiit condition increased as e.-'pec ted. 

Specifically, InerMSM were sl-jnlfleant for j:NB(Mc) with respect to both 

connunlcatiori and compliance Ct.. - 2.001, p <.05 and t-. ■ 3.145, p < .01, 

respectively) and for bl  with respect to comnunication (t-. - 2.272, p< .05). 

While the differences for A-act with respect to comnunication and for BI 

•rtth respect to compliance also Increased, these Increments were not sig- 

nific.int (t7. - 1.812 and 1.024, respectively). Thus, in support of the 

hypothesis of Increased competence, the subjects' post-teat questionnaire 

responses conformed more closely to the task's requirements than did their 

pre-test responses. 

3. Changes in BI. A-act^ and iNB(Mc) as a function of cognitive 

bolsterinr.. 

According to Gerard (1965) and others, subjects may bring their post- 

rest questionnaire responses into line with their foregoing behavior*. In 

order to test this hypothesis, correlations were computed between the 

pre- to post-test changes in the model's variables [A-act, CNB(Mc), and 

ni toward comunicative and compliance behaviors) and behavior on the task 

(number of instructions end runter of compliances with respect to each 

saemter). These correlations, presented in Table 20, provide support for a 

cognitive bolstering effect. 

To sunnarize briefly then, it can be seen that various "events" occurring 

during thr group-task interaction influence and produce changes in A-act and 

T •.; Cr), and these changes in turn Influence behavioral intentions. Thus, 
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Table 20 

Correlations of Pre- to Post-Test Changes in the Model's Components 

[A-act, rMB(Mc)] and Behavioral Intentions (BI) wiJi Subject's Behavior 

Subject's Behavior Toward 
Member 1     Member 2 

AA-act .022 .202* 

Instructions AENB(Mc) .109 .364** 

ABI .365»* .365«* 

^A-act .362»» .181» 

Compliance AENB(Mc) .297** .097 

ABI .329«« .299*» 

p<.05 

p<.01 

Not« - N - 144 

A change in the favorable direction was scored positively, a 
change in the unfavorable direction was scored negatively. 
Changes with respect to instructions arc correlated with the 
number of messages the subject sent to each coworker, while 
changes with re-pect to compliance are cosrelated with the 
number of times the subject complied with each coworker. 
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? re-tost measures of Intentions may not be the most appropriate measure for 

prodictiiK; uehaviot over a series of trials. However, given the fact that 

»I, «—-.ct and E.'iDd'-c) chano^ over time, two questions need to be considered: 

U Is it possible to predict post-test measures of BI from post-test 

reasuroc of the model's components (i.e., A-act and CNB(Mc)]; and 

2) Given the reasonably high post-test BI-B correlations, does the 

theory lead to successful piediction of behavior. 

Tie answers to both questions are examined in Table 21. Comparing 

T&ble ?l  with Table 1C, p. 69.1, it cart be seen that the predictions of BI 

fron post-t*st mcisures of A-act and lllB(Hc)  tended to be more accurate 

than fron the sane variables measured before the task. The same is true 

with respect to the jxistdiction of behavior. Even more importantly, however, 

it can ..e seer, that the model led to highly significant predictions of the 

two Intensions and the two behaviors. That is, in marked contrast to the 

traditional approach, the presei.t analysis did lead to consistent prediction 

c» beh iVlornl intentions, and, where the intention was appropriate to a 

'liven : ehovior, this approcch . Iso led to behavioral prediction. 

Conclusion of the Alternative Approach 

He preset t study has provided considerable support for Fishbein's (1967a, 

1969) extension of Dulai.y's *1967) theory of propositions! control. The 

results indicated that a subject's intentions to comunicate and comply with 

his coworkers were predictable from a consideration of his attitudes toward 

perfoming those behaviors and his perceptions of what others expected him 

to do (MB) nultiplied by his motivation to comply with these expectations (Mc). 

Mote importa; tly, these intentions were significantly related to actual 

cortrunicativc and compliance behaviors, and thus, the theory permitted a 

significant decree of behavioral prediction. Further, although it was 
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Table 21 

Correlations, Regression Coefficients, and Multiple Correlations 

of the Model's Components   [A-act and  EMB(Mc)] on Behavioral Intentions  (BI) 

and Behavior  (B) Post-Test - Difference Scores 

Experiment III 

Correlation Coefficients 
Criterion      :  A-act E NB(Mc) 

Regression Coefficients Multiple 
A-act ENB(Mc) Correlations 

BI .681 .786 .253 .607 .806 
Instructions 

B .636 .761 .199 .621 .774 

BI .739 .608 .585 .255 .765 
Compliance 

B .522 .538 .311 .351 .593 

Note - All correlations and regression coefficients are significant (p<.01)f 
N-144. 



7. 

found that ths  pre-t«st ewasures of intontlon« to coenmlcat« and to co«f>l/ 

t*»rc not as hltjhly ccrrolated with actujl behaviors as had boon hopod. It 

WM:. shown that this VMS duo to tho fact that cortoln ovonts occurring during 

the r«« formrti.ee of the tusk produced changes in intentions, as well as in 

< • .vior .. Several other hypotheses related to the theory were also 

supported. For example, according to the theory Che Influence on hi  (and 

hence on 0) of any variable external to the theory should be mediated by its 

two predictors , A-act onJ D<T(Mc). In support of this hypothesis, it was 

shown that tltc significant effects or. behavior of task structure, social 

reinforcement, aid incompatibility were ell reflected in the model's 

componetits. 

General Overview and Discussion 

Cne purixtse of the present series of studies was to investigate the 

validity of three explanations that have been offered to account for the 

often obtained lack of relationship between attitudes and behavior! 

(1) incompleteness of attitude measures; (2) inappropriateness of attitude 

measures; arxi ;3) moderative effects of reinforcement. All three studies 

were designed to permit an. analysis of the actitude-behavior relationship 

where (1) indeperdent measures of cognitions and conations were obtained In 

addition to fleet (which is the most common measure of attitude); (2) all 

of the attitudinal measures were taken with respect to the particular person 

with whom the subject was to Interact; and (3) the nature of the social 

reinforcemet t the subject received varied in a way which should have permitted 

social reinforcement to moderate the attitude-behavior relationship In 

of the experimental conditions. 

Generally speaking, little or no support was found for any of these 
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•xplanatlons. First, in nane of the three studies were a subject*s 

caacunicetive or coi^iliance behaviors significantly related to his ettitudes 

toward his cowoticers. Second, contrar/ to a mltidimensia-.al viewpoint, 

the slaultaneous consideration of cogrition and conation in addition to the 

affective attitude «easure did not produce any significant increase in 

behavioral prediction. Third, contrary to n  behavior theory explanation, 

neither the manipulation of feedback (Experiment 1) nor the manipulr-tion of 

the ratio of reinforcement received by the subject (Experiment f 1) 

significantly influenced communicative or compliance behaviors. Further, 

although the subject's perception of the percent of social reinforcement 

given him by his coworkers was positively related to his communicative 

behavior in Experiment III (this relationship was non-significant in 

Experiments I and II), his perception of the percent of social reinforcement 

he received was negatively correlated with his compliance behaviors in this 

experiment (again, the correlations were non-sign! fie ant in Experiments I 

and II). In sum, neither his attitudes toward his coworkers, nor his 

perception of the reinforcement he received from chem were consistently 

related to the subject's communicative or compliance behaviors vis £ vis 

his coworkers. 

In marked contrast, compliance behavior and perception of the amount of 

reinforcement received were consistently and significantly related to changes 

in beliefs, attitudes and behavioral intentions toward the coworkers. Thus, 

while neither "attitudinal variables" nor "social reinforcement" seemed to 

have any consistent effect on behavior, these behaviors and the perceived 

reinforcement did "feed back" upon the attitudinal variables. 

Clearly, these results are not very encouraging from a traditional 

attitudinal approach. Indeed, if anything, they provide Addition..! support 



for the .r-runer.t that there Is no consistent relationship between these 

r .dltion-l measures of attitudes and behavior. Furthermore, the present 

nerier. of studies has failed to provide support for any of the three 

frequently offered explanations for the low and inconsistent attitude- 

(«havior relationship. 

A newly developed theory has therefore been presented which provides 

not onlv a reasonable explanation for this lack of relationship but at the 

• IT*» time suggests an alLemotive approach to the problem of behavioral 

prediction based on attitudiniil-type variables. Dular.y's (1967) theory of 

propositionol control and its extension co social behavior (Fishbcin, 1967a, 

1 >• 0) deals with the prediction of behavioral intär.«-iona (BI) and corres- 

ponding overt behaviors (0). According to the model, an individual's inten- 

tions to perform any behavior (and thus his actual performance of that 

behavior) are viewed as a function of (1) his attitudes toward performing 

the behavior (A-act) and (2) his beliefs about the "norms" governing that 

behavior (NB) weighted by his motivation to comply with those norms (Mc). 

Any other variable is assumed to Influence behavioral intentions (and thus 

behavior) only indirectly« by influencing one or both of these two deter- 

minants (i.e., by influencing either the attltudinal or the normative com- 

ponent) or their relative weights. Thus, traditional attltudinal variables 

such as (1) attitude (or affect) toward a given person; (2) beliefs about 

that person; or (3) general intentions (e.g., to subordinate himself; or 

to show social acceptance, etc.) toward the person, should only be related to 

specific behavioral intentions 'and thus to behavior) if these traditional 

variables influence A-act, NB(Mc), or their relative weights. Clearly then, 

one would not expect traditional attltudinal variables to be consistently 

related to different behaviors under varying conditions. 
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Cxperlaent III provided considerable support for these notions. First, 

consistent with the central equation of the theory, a subject's initial 

intentions to coanunicate with his coworkers were correlated .704 with the 

nodel's predictors while his initial intentions to comply were correlated 

.608 with the model's predictors. Following the task, thene multiple 

correlations were .806 and .765. respectively. In contrast to this, the 

multiple correlations of the traditional measures of öttitude nrd beliefs 

were only .107 (non-significant) with pre-test irtentions to cormuniTato 

and .321 (p <,01) with pre-test intentions to comply. Following the task, 

these multiple co relations were .119 (nor.-signific mt) for communication 

and .448 (p <.01) for compliance. 

Under ideal circumstances, a person's overt behavior is expected to be 

perfectly determined by his preceding behavioral intentions. A methodological 

problem arises regarding the identification a.-.d measurement of appropriate 

behavioral intentions under suitable conditions. That is, although it is 

assumed that DI's are the immediate antecedents of overt behavior, the size 

of the BI-D correlation will be contingent upon several factors. Clearly, 

the more abstract the intention, or the longer the time interval between the 

expression of the intention and the performance of the behavior, the lower 

will this correlation tend to be. As can be seen from Experiments I and II, 

the use of general behavioral intentions, such as intentions to subordinate 

oneself, are so far removed from the actual behavior of complying with the 

specific requests of one's roworkers that these intentions bear little 

relationship to actual compliance behavior. Moreover, even ■ptci/le intention.- 

need not correlate highly with behavior when a  considerable airount of tiitc 

has intervened between the statement (or measurement) of intentior and the 

behavioral act. The reason for this is not simply time alone, but rather 
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that intervenlrKj everts can occur that serve to ch.  e the Intentiona. If 

Letwt,-er. the time an individual states his intention and the time when he is 

to perform the act, he obtains new information that changes either his 

Leliefs about the consequences of performing the act (i.e., changes his 

attitude toward the act) or his beliefs about the expectation^ of others 

(i.e., his ncrrative beliefs), those changes will effect his intentions, and 

thus the original measure of intention will be inappropriate for current 

behavior.il prediction. Similarly, if the kind of behavior to be predicted 

is not a single discrete act, but involves continuous repetitions of the act 

over time (i.e., if we are not trying to predict behavior on a single 

trial, but art trying to predict behavior over a series of trials), it 

; hould be clear that trial-by-trlcl experience on the task may lead to 

changes in intentions. Changes of this nature were shown to have taken place 

in the present experiments. Certain events occurring during the interaction 

on the task influenced intentions to communicate as well as intentions to 

comply. Further, and more importantly, while the consideration of these 

intervening events improved behavioral prediction when pre-test measures of 

intentions were considered, they did not improve behavioral prediction when 

post-test measures of intentions were considered since these events were 

.ilre »dy reflected in the post-test intentions. 

Specifically, in Experiment in pre-test measures of intentions to 

cormunicate were correlated .690 with comnunicatlve behavior while post-test 

measures were correlated .883. Similarly, while pre-test measures of 

intentions to comply were only correlated .211 with compliance behavior, 

this same behavior was correlated .502 with the post-test measure of 

intention to comply. Although this post-test correlation is still relatively 

low, it must be recalled that it represents a relationship between a behavior 



that has changed considerably over 20 trials and  an intention that is most 

appropriate for a single 21st trial. Although it can I« rgued that this 

same problem should be true of the relationsldp between intentions to 

conmunicate and the £Ctual communicative behavior, it should be noted that 

conmunicative behavior showed less cnange over the 2C trials than did 

compliance behavior. This con be seen in the correlations between the first 

and the last 10 trials. For communicative behavior, this correlation (using 

difference scores between the two members) was .7S4. For the number of 

compliances, the same correlation was .573. The differences between these 

two coefficients is statistically significant (p <.01). Since communicative 

behavior tends to be more stable than compliance, it is not too surprising that 

it is more easily predicted from benavioral intentions. Of more importance, 

however, is the degree to wliich the- consideration of intervening events improved 

the BI-D relationship. Consistent with expectations, the consideration of 

"perceived reinforcement" did improve prediction of conmunicative behavior 

when pre-test intentions were considered (the multiple correlation between 

UI, reinforcement and B was .756 and the regression coefficient for 

reinforcemert was .328, p<.01), but not when post-test intentions were 

considered (the multiple correlation was .865 and the regression coefficient 

for reinforcement was .076, n.s.}.  Similarly, while a consideration of 

"incompatibility" did significantly Improve the prediction of compliance 

when pre-test intentions to comply were considered (the multiple correlation 

between BI, incompatibility and number of compliances was .464 and the 

regression coefficient for incompatibility was .431, p <.01) it did not 

Increase behavioral prediction when post-test measures of intentions to comply 

were used (the multiple correlation with compliance was .513 and the 

regression coefficient for incompatlblltty was .122, n.s.}. 
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PWther, it c»n ilso t« shown that dunqvs fro« pr»>t«st to post-tost 

In Intantions to roenunicato .--td to oooply war* rolalod to cluu^M in tha 

nodal's coeponaitUi, i.e.. In A-act or CNB(Mc)t and that thaaa changaa In 

tho ridel's cooponents ware thawaalvaa ralatad to certain intervening events, 

for ex4iaple( change» in the subject's Intention to co—unlcate with Heaber 2 

war» slfinlflcantlv related to the change in his attitude toward the act of 

cowmmi'-itlr.i with FonLer 2 (r • .301, p <.01) and to the chanp** in his 

•lemitive 'Uri weighted by his eotlvatien to conply (r • .34>t p <.01). 

l->trther( these changes in the »odel's components were significantly related 

o the subject*s perception of tha percent of reinforcement he received from 

Herber 2 (the correlation between change in A-act and roinforcea«nt ■ .248, 

P <.01 and the correlation oetwcm the change in iNB(Mc) and reinforcement 

- «241, p <.01), Similar data can be presented for changes in intertlons to 

comply and incompatibility*. 

Thus, it sems clear that although the initial Ll-D correlations were 

not ar high as we would h*ve liked (particularly with respect to compliance 

ichjv.o T.), the^e low correlations can !o exf lalned and appear reasonable. 

Jinilirly, as was mentioned above, although the post-test BI-D correlation 

with rerpect to compliatce was still relatively low, here too the correlation 

necmed reasonable in terms of the nature of the behavior being predicted. 

To return to o<jr main point, however, it should be clear that the ability 

of the model to predict overt behavior is dependent- upon the site of the 

ni-O relationship, since it was designed only for the prediction of behavioral 

ir.tentionr.. Thus, we would expect the model to lead to fairly good predictions 

of communicative behuvior since the pre-test DI-D correlation was .690. It 

con not, however, lead to highly successful prediction of compliance since 

the correl tion between initial intentions and compliance was only .211. 



vwOTer,  if post-tMt m+surmz of thm moäml't conpor«^ • a «r« considwd, wm 

would «icpact wry good prodlctions (or pootdlctlon«) of conunlcetlvo b^uivior 

(r for M-C • .MS) and ■odorotoly good prodlcUorvs of coopUonc« (f - .502). 

Conslstont %dth thuo «tpoct«tlons(  tho «-lUpU corroUtion t#tv«er. tho 

nodol'a companmtM and octu«! caomnlc«tl«o boh«vlor «MIS .619 whan pro-ust 

Mfuroc war« uoad, «nd .774 for tho poot-tott iwösuros.    In contrast, It 

should ba racallad that tha MilUpla corralatlon l>«tt«aan traditional 

attltudlnal vartablaa (l.«.v attltudaa toward tha cowodcara and oallafs about 

thalr axpartlaa).' and co—unicatlva bohavlor ««as only .031 whan pra-tast 

paoauraa Mara uaad, and was only .OSC for post>tast scoras. 

TXuninQ to conpiianca, tha aultlpla corralstlon was .256 whan pra-tast 

aaaauras wars uaad and .591 on tha poat-taat.   Again, thaaa rasults should 

La Tontrastad with thoaa ^t^inad fron a nora traditional attltudinal 

approach.    Tha aultipla corraletlon using pra-tast aaaauras of baliaft about 

fwA ittitudas toward tha coworkara waa »Ui whila poat«tast naa*uras rasultad 

in a MulUpla corralation of .285. 

Li conclusion, it would appaar that tha .taw appiotch suggastaü in thia 

popar »ay provida n raasonabla axplanation for tha oftan-obtainad finding 

that attitudas do not corralota vary highly wich bahaviors.    Whila thara ara 

still »any j rob Ian« thrt hava to b« ovarcona (a.g., a bat tar undant >iidln<7 

of tha HUB ralationship; a battar dafiniUor. of tha nomativa ccwponant of 

tha modal, ate.), it doas appaar that tha modal can land to succassful 

bahavioral prodiction whara othar mora traditional approachas have foiled. 

Nora importantly, howavar, it must ba amphatisad that altitough this now 

approach seriously questions th*> volidity of the asr.vsnptlon of any kind of 

systanatlc relationship betwaar. traditional attitudinal variables and behavior. 
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it dor-  (1) sug^ieet kh«t there will be certain situations in which such a 

relationship will be found;  (2) It does not discount the importance of 

attitudes as factors infl^encinq behavi >r.    That is, we ore suggesting that, 

in a sense, the second explanation of why attitudes hove failed to predict 

tehavior (I.e., hecouse the attitudes that have been considered were 

inappropriate)  is indeed correct.    Until now, most research has focused on 

neasces of attitudes toward objects, groups or institutions.    In contrast, 

we are suggesting that the  appropriate attitudes to consider are those 

OWJU the pcrforronce of specific beha/iors.    Further, it was argued that 

as iniortant as these attitudes toward an act may be, they are not the only, 

or always the most important factors influencing behavior.    More specifically 

■it ic. t normative beliefs regarding the act and motivation to comply with 

the perceived norms «rill have to be considered before successful behavioral 

prediction is possible. 
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Foctnotes 

The thr-f «xperlnents reported In this paper were partly supported ty 
nRPA Order JJo, 4^i under Office of Naval Research Contract NR.177^72, 
.'ionr 183^(3^)1 PrLnclpal Investigators, Fred E, Fiedler and Harry C, 
Trlnndla. ihe work under this contract Is being continued under Contract 
ilR ITJ-bTZ  at the University of Washington, Seattle (Fred E, Fiedler, 
Principal Investigator), ucperlnents II and III are baaed upon Master's 
theses of Eva S. Landy and leek AJzen, University of Illinois, 1966 and 
196? respectively. We are Indebted to James H, Lavls, Marry C, Trlandls, 
and Allen W, ulcker for their critical coanents on an earlier draft of 
the manuscript,. 

2R*queats for reprints should be sent to Margin Flshbeln, Department of 
Psychology, University of Illinois, Campaign, Illinois, 61020. 

3The assistance of Patricia Kaltland, Sandra Kchanus, Linda Schneider 
and Carol Stelzner Is gratefully acknowledged. 

^Separate analyses within feedback conditions were computed, and as 
expected, no differences between conditions were obtained. 

^A chvige In the favorable direction was scored positively, a change In 
the unfavorable direction was scored negatively. 

' rhr assistance of Sue Grossman, Ellen J*Farrell, Donna redaersen, Sue 
Llebovlch, Diane Rlman and Ariane Shapiro Is gratefully acknowledged. 

^In case the naive subject refused to state her preference for either 
of the presidential candidates, the "pleasant role" was assumed by the 
Jo. .son supporter and the "nasty" character was assumed by the Goldwater 
girl, (This wau done since previous estimates Indicated there were more 
students on campus favorably Inclined to Johnson than to Goldwater.) 

A factor analysis of the eleven scales had been performed 1 and, con- 
sistent with the findings of Experiment I, two factors were identified— 
(1) "ScclaJ Acceptance" and (2) "Subordination." The correlation between 
the two factor scores was .70 for the PC and .6U for the NC, In view of 
the high crrrclatlons, and consistent with Flshbeln*s contention (1965a) 
that a large number of an Individual's behavioral Intentions provide a 
good estlfu.te of his attitude. It was decided to use the total of the 
eleven sealer. In the analyses. 

^Separate correlations were computed wlMiln each reinforcement condition, 
and no significant differences between conditions were obtained. Thus, 
for case of presentation, the data was pooled. 

lcSee Footnote 5, 

11 It could be argued that this finding provides additional support for a 
cognitive bolstering effect. 



The % of times a sutjoct cociplied with the InstructloncÄof his coworkers 
&•;; the "^r of timer: the cub.iect complied ,        co^Wcroa 
'   *    number of messages he received 
since, in contrast to our previous studies, the communicative behavior 
of the subject's coworkers was not controlled, and thus, different sub- 
jects could have received different numbers of instructions from each 
coworker. That is, in Experiments I and II, it was only necessary to 
consider the number of times a subject complied since number and percent 
were perfectly correlated. Although in the present study these two 
measures cc ild vary somewhat independently, they were fcund to be highly 
correlated (r".719f p < .01 Ii-lW») and similar results were obtained with 
both variables* Consistent with Experimei ts I and II, only the results 
obtained with number of compliances will be reported. 

^Giiilar results have been reported hy Raven and Shaw (1970), 

1 In contrast to these findings, the changes in the attitudinal ratings 
of the coworkers in Hbcperiments I and II were in opposite directions 
(i.e., subjects became more favorable to one coworker and less favorable 
to the other). This may be attributed to the use of confederates with 
different initial attitudinal ratings in the first two studies and 
naive, equally valued group members in the thirdt* 
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13. ABST.iACT 

Three experiments .ittc. pi In,; to predict overt heliaviur from ottitudlnal 
variables are described.  In in-  first tvo experlnents an attcrapt was mde to 
predict an individual's courunicatlve and cor<plljncc behaviors towarl his 
proup meobers frui kno*'leü-e of (a) his attitudes toward (I.e., affect for) 
the vroup members, (b) hi« beliefs about their expertness on the «roup task; 
and (c) his general behavioral intentions toward the.i (i.e., intentions to 
subordinate oneself, intentions to show social acceptance).  ' <» consistent, 
and very few significant relations between these attltudinal variables and 
behaviors were obtained.  Further, three often proposed explanations for 
this lack of relationship (i.e., the attitude •ncasure is incoaplcee. the 
attitude oeasurc is inappropriate; the attitude behavior relationship is 
moderated by reinforcenent) were also not supported. Thus, the conclusion 
was reached that traditional attitudlnal approaches arc Ineffective in 
predictinx overt behavior.  In the third study, an alternative approach, 
based on a newly developed theory of behavioral intention and ^eaatlor was 
attempted.  Consistent with the theory, an individual's specific intentions 
to comnunlcatc or coaply with the other croup -embers were predicted with 
hi«'!« accuracy from (a) the individual's attitudes toward performing these 
behaviors (i.e., conmunlcatlnr and corplvlnf.) and (b) hi.; beliefs about 
the norms governin*. these behaviors, weighted by his notivstion to comply 
with the norms. Overt behaviors on the tasl* were simifleantly related to 
Che specific intentions, and thus, the theory led to the significant pre- 
diction of overt behaviorj. The decree of predictability was determined 
by the Ktren^th of the relationship between Intentions and behavior, and 
this latter relationship was itself shown to he contingent upon the 
occurrence of events that took place between the ncasure-wnt of intentions 
and the obse v.itlon of behavior. 
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